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REMARKS, ec. 


HE Author of the Remarks up 
on Dr. Clarke's Expoſition of 
FE the Church-Catechiſm having 

=- charged Dr. Clarke with = foul 

tc play in, wreſting the words 


« and pervetting the meaning of the Ca- 


techiſm; with © corrupting the ſincere 
« Milk, and pervetting the Fountains "; 
with “ either diſguiſing the Senſe, or e- 
« luding the Truths wrapped up in the 
baptiſmal Creed; it cannot be improper 
diſtinctly to conſider this Charge. The 
only difficulty ſeems to be to pitch upon 


ſome Rule by which we may try this 
cauſe. But ſince Dr. Clarke conſtantly al- 


tows the Scripture to be the Rule and Teſt 
A A 2 of 


p. 92. 


gave occaſion for a Remark is this. 


. of 1 "and this Author * it ſome- 


times fo very expreſsly, that without con- 
tradicting himſelf he cannot eaſily deny it, 
I thi 
ſuch conceſſions. 1 readily own, that the 
Remarker ſometimes declines this Teſt : he 
contends for adding to it ſometimes the 
Comment of Antiquity ”, without telling 


us how low Antiquity extends ; ſometimes he 


is for the © thtce firſt Centuries ” only; 
ſometimes he is for © the beſt and pureſt Ages”; 
and ſometimes, if 1 gueſs right at his Senti- 
ments, he would extend Antiquity to the very 
preſent times: For in explaining the firſt Arti- 
cle of the Creed, he products the Authority 


* 


of Ruſſinus, and Cyril, and Biſhop Pearſon, 


and Dr. Waterland. Antiquity,is a looſe 
word, of very uncertain Extent: And there- 
fore Dr. Waterland, when he wrote the 
Hiſtory of the Athanaſran Creed, produced 
among the Antient Leſlimonies the Authori- 
ty of a Perſon who liv'd as late as the Year 


14393 and amongſt the Antrent Comments 


upon it, mentions. Peter de Oſoma in the Year 
1478. However, ſince the Scriptures in- 
dependent of the © Comment, of Anti- 
equity are ſomctimes expreſsly allowed 
by this Writer to be the Rule of Truth ”, 
I ſhall thence judge of this preſent Debate. 
Ihe firſt thing in the Expoſition which 


I. Dr. 
1 | 


I may without Injuſtice lay claim to 


Dr. Clarke, ſpeaking of the Works of 
the Devil, had cenſured ſome Chriſtians, 
« who worſhip Images of wood and ſtone 
« and conſecrated Elements, inſtead of the 
r Maker and Preſerver of all things; —and 
« ſt up and pray to imaginary Intercefſors, 
« Angels and Saints, and the bleſſed Vir- 
« gin, inſtead of praying in the name of 
* him, who is the One Mediator between 
« God and Man, even out Lord Jeſus 
« Chriſt. All which practices are manifeſt 
« Idolatry, worſhip paid to Idol-Gods and 
« Idol-Mediators.” Expoſ. p. 25. The 
Remarker ſays, He might” have ſhared. 5. 
the latter, becauſe Idol- Mediator 7s 4 mere 
Fiction, and the word has neither ſenſe 
«rr Arcane... 1. 


" 


It may ſeem perh 


eem aps abſurd to attempt 
to explain a Word that has ** neither ſenſe 
« nor ſjenificancy.” But if  Idol-Gods be 
an intelligible Word, methinks Idol. Me- 
diators may be. underſtood likewiſe. Our 
Author allows, that to “ pay any religious 
« Worſhip to an Idol is ſetting up an Idol. 


God:“ If fo, then to pray to an Idol to 


intercced with God, is to make that Idol 
an Idol-Mediator. He that prays directly 
to any Saint to cure him of any Diſtem- 

per, 


per, makes that Saint an Idol - God: But he 
that prays to the ſame Saint to interceed 
with God to cure the Diſtemper, makes 
bim an Idol- Mediator. In this caſe the 
Saint is not conceived to have a Power to help 


his Servant himſelf, or to have Dont 


over him; but He is conceived to have an 
Intereſt in him who has the proper Power 
and Dominion. So when in the Popiſh 
Liranjes they pray to Saint Coſtas and Da- 
mianus, and all the Holy yg and Le- 
wites, Monks. and Hermits, Virgins and 
Widows to pray fot them. They do 


not imagine them to be Gods, nor have 


they any ſuch Notions; but they conceive 
them to be Mediators, and to have à ſort 
of Inteteſt in God through their abundant 
merits; and that they can have acceſs to him, 
; and be heard, when we mortals cannot. 
But, ſays the Remarker, The worſhip- 
„ping of any thing cither as a medium or 
ce otherwiſe, is making a God of it:“ That 
is, to pray fo the bleſſed Virgin to interceed 
with her Son to help us, is to make a God 
of the Virgin Mary. When a Roman Ca- 
tholick 25 « Let the bleſſed Virgin, we 
&« beſeech thee, O Jelus Chriſt, imploy her 
« Mediation for us to your Mercy, both 
« now and in the hour of death:” Or 
when He applies to Her immediately; O 
« bleſſed Mother of God, perpetual Virgin, 
0 Temple 
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Mediator betwixt God and Men, then ſhe 


171 


=o Temple of the Lord, pray for the 
e People, . mediate for the Clergy, inter- 
« ceed for the female Sex.”—ls this ma- 
king her a God, or a Mediator only to. God, 

or to Chriſt? Now if ſhe be not the true 


is properly an Idol-Mediator : and ſo are all 
the reſt of the Saints and Martyrs who arg 
deſired to be interceſſors in this manner be- 
twixt God and Man. 
But this it ſeems is not ſo very bad.” Now 
c comes the offenſive Paſſage, and for which 
be Dr. Clarke hitherto had been only paving 
{the way.” And indeed, ſays Dr. Clarke, 4 
ery thing is faulty of this kind, beſide "I 
the worſhip, of him alone who created the | 
world by his power, who redeemed man- 
kind by his Son, and who ſanctiſies all 
4 perſons by his Holy Spirit. © 1s not Remark, 
© this as much as ſaying, that all religious . VP 
« worſhip is faulty, except the worſhip of 
ce the Father only.“ | 
The Remarker ſeemed to be ſo ſenſible 
that theſe words would not come up to 
the point, that he ſays, © Becauſe I would 
„ be tender of charging any Man with 
« Poſitions which poſſibly might not be 
e his, 1 am content to ſay, that he has at 
< leaſt dropped the worſhip of two of the 
e divine perſons, has inſerted no proviſion 
t. ox ſalvo ſo far as appears, which ought 
ae to 


p. 22. 


p. 3. 


i 
157] 


ee to have been done.” And after a long 

"Diſſertation againſt The Modeſt-plea, He 

concludes this Article, * All 5 I poſi- 

« tively W the Expoſition with, is drop- 

cc « ef the Worſhip of two of the Divine 
crlons.” | reply, | 


1/ , As the Catechiſm does not peak. a 
word about the worſhip of the Son or 


the Holy Ghoſt, it could be no fault in 


Dr. Clarke not to explain a Doctrine that 
was not in the Catechiſm. Suppoſe the Dr. 


had done ſo, the Remarker with more Ju 


tice might have exclaimed againſt New Ca- 
techiſms impoſed upon us as Expoſitions of 
the Old. 

/ 2dly, if this Author intended hereby ta 


 infinuate, that Dr. Clarke was againſt a/l 


worſhip to the Son, this is a groſs Ca- 


lumny. In his Scripture. Doctrine of the 
Trinity, where he has particularly explain'd 


himſelf, and fully upon this Subject, This 
is the 5oth Propoſition. * 


« After and upon account of the ac- 


" compliſhment of which Diſpenſa- 


4 tion, vi. his Incarnation, He is de» 
« ſcribed in Scripture as inveſted with 

& diſtinct worſhs 7 in his un perſon : 
d his original glory and dignity being 
« at the ſame time revealed, and his 
Exaltation 
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Exaltation in the human Nature to 
ee his Mediatorial Kingdom declared: 
« Himſelf ſitting upon his - Father's 
„ Throne at the right hand of the 
e Majeſty of God, and receiving the 
« Prayers and Thankſgivings of his 
« Church, as the alone Mediator be- 
„ tween God and Men. q 


For the Truth of this Propoſition, he re- 
fers the Reader to upwards of thirty Texts 
which juſtify Praying to him for Grace, 
Peace, Bleſſing, Direction, Aſſiſtance an | 
Comfort from him; Four Texts that men- 
tion his Diſciples worſhipping him; Eight 

that mention Calling upon his Name; 
Three, the calling him to witneſs ; Four, 
1 the Invocating him in Prayer; and Twelve, 
that aſcribe Glory to him, and Praiſe and 
Thankſgtving. 


As to the Holy Ghoſt He ſays, Propoſ. 5 1 
The Honour which Chriſtians are 
bound to pay peculiarly to the Per. 
“ ſon of the Holy Spirit, is expreſſed 
in theſe Texts following; wherein 
e we are directed either by Precept or 
« Example 
« To Baptize in his Name, Matt. 28. 
| | cc P19 
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« To wiſh Grace and Peace, and Bleſ- 

„ ſing from him, 2 Cop. 13. 14. 

« Rev.1.4. To appeal to him as Wit- 
„. neſs, Nom. 9. 1. c. 15. 30. 

c To take heed not to reſiſt him, Acts 
« 7. „ . e 

« Not to do deſpite to him, Heb. 

„ TEES Hoon a 5 

« Not to tempt him, As 5. 9. 

Not to grieve him, Eph 4. 30. 


If the Scriptures are indeed the © Rule of 
„ Truth, as the Remarker ſometimes al- 
lows; and Dr. C/arke has determined from 
Scripture the Worſbip which is due to the 
Son, and likewiſe what ought to be paid 


to the Holy Ghoſt, tis injurious to charge 


him with „ appearing to exclude the wor- 
„ ſhip. of two of the Divine Perſons. 
And if the Scriptures are not the Rule of 
ce Interpretation of our Church's Forms; 
yet ſtill what is not in the Church's Forms 
is not neceſſarily to be added to them, on 
purpoſe only to be expounded. But, 
344%, What was Dr. Clarke ſpeaking a- 
bout? Why, Iaol Gods and Idol. Media- 


tors; and then He immediately adds, And 


« indeed every thing is faulty of this 


kind beſide the worſhip of him alone 


« who created the world by his power, 
&e.” What do thoſe words, of this kind, re- 
late 
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late to, but to the Subject he was talking 
about laſt, viz. Idol-Gods and Idol. Medi 
ators. All addreſſes to Idol- Gods, and all 
to Idol-Mediators to interceed with God, 
ate faulty: Tis paying a worſhip which 
ought not to be paid to of thro' ſuch Me- 
diums. But the right, or not faulty wot- 
ſhip is of him atone who created the Wotld, 
c. Of Him alone; not excluſive of * a 
worſhip which is to be paid to the Son, who 


is not an Idol God or an Idol. Mediator; 
but of him alone, excluſive of all worſhip, 


to all and every Idol- God and Idol-Medi- 
at Or. den 45 
What now is all this Outcry of “ rob- 
„bing our bleſſed Lord, and the bleſſed 
« Spirit of all religious Wotſhip founded 
on! What means this Author by the 
Imputation of “ Sacrilege and Blaſphe- 
my?” What is the meaning of the injuri- 
ous Compariſon betwixt the Doctor, and 
e the Socinians who are ſo expreſs both 
&« for Adoration and Invocation of Chriſt? ” 
Does not Dr. Clarke expreſſiy contend 


for the worſhip of Chriſt? Does he not 


plead for praiſing him, and praying to 


him? Yes. But becauſe every tMng is not 


ſaid in every Book, where thete is no pro- 
per place. for it as well as where there is, 
and juſt as this Author would have it, there- 
fore the Expolition is © unſound; ” 'tis © poi. 
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“ ſoning the 23 tis © Erroneous, 

“ and à dangerous Snare.” Let this be 
put into ſome form of ß Dr. 

Clarke in expounding the Catechiſm, (which 
has ſpoke of the worſhip of the. One God 
and Father of all) he likewiſe has treated 
of the worſhip of the One God. and Fa- 
ther of all: But then, the Catechiſm ha- 
ving {aid nothing about the worſhip of the 
Son and Holy Ghoſt, he likewife in ex- 
pounding. the Catechiſm has ſaid nothing 
about the . worſhip. of the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, tho' he has fully. pleaded for it elſc- 
where. Therefore his Expoſition is un- 
ſound. The Charge had been juſt as good, 

had the Remarker thought fit to have made 
it, that in the Expoſition of the Catechiſm 
Dr. Clarke had not exdounded the Reve- 
lations: And it had been cqually to the 
Purpoſe thence to have inferr d, therefore 
his Expoſition is a dangerous Spare. 


As: 


The next Imputation | againſt the Ex 
poſition is, that the Author of it has 7 
lected to 0 k the Queſtion, Mhat datt 
thou "chiefly learn in theſe Articles of 
thy Belief? And the Anſwer Firlt J 
learn, &c. This Obſervation the Remark- 
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This is not doing Juſtice to our Church- 
* Catechiſm, nor anſwering the Title of 


40 the Book: Expounding is one thing, ex- 
„ punging is another. 
Let us ſuppoſe this Obſervation for 
once to be . of Weight; yet, when in 
the ſame Circumſtances no Odium, no great 
Clamour cou'dSe raiſed, the Zeal of our 
Author was at an End. The Doctor has in 
the very ſame manner expunged out of 
the Catechiſm (for ſo it ſeems it muſt be 
called expunged) thoſe very important 
Queſtions, What doeſt thou chiefly learn 
by theſe Commandments > What is 
85 Duty towards God? What is thn 
utu towards thn Neighbour * And 
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the Anſwers to them. And likewiſe after 


he- had expounded the Lord's Prayer, He 
« expunged,,” in the ſame Senſe and Man- 


ner, that Queſtion, What del ireſt thou of 


God in Pꝛaper? And the Anſwer 
to it. And yet groſs as this Crime is re- 
preſented here, and weighty as the Obſerva- 


tion was, where the Author cou'd talk a- 


bout the Godhead and Divinity of the Son, 


and by that means try to raiſe an Odium; he 
paſſes over in ſilence theſe Omiſſions, 
and tells us very gravely, that - from page. 


“ 154 to p. 293. He meets with nothing 


« that wants a Remark,” though within Remark, 
that e all theſc Omiſſions lay. Could p. 70. 


he 
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he not have harangued a little upon ſo 
important Omiſſions? What, nothing that 


« wants a Remark,” when the Dixy to- 


wards God, and that towards our Neigh- 
bour are expung 


ed? Are not theſe of 
as much Importance in 4 Chriſtian Cate- 
chiſm as the Worſhip which the Cate- 
chifm has ſaid nothing abMt > Surely we 
might have been told upon ſome of theſe 
Occaſions what he ſays here, „The fairer 
ce way wou'd have been to have ſaid, The 
« Church Catechiſm explain d and cot- 


« reacd, rather than have given the Title 


« of ati Expoſition to — whole, which 
c belongs r to a Part.” But all is well, 
though the Duty to God and our Neigh- 
bour be paſſed by in ſilence, provided room 
be left for the favourite Topick of Decla- 
mation. All is well, and he could 
meet with nothing that wants a Re- 
ct mark * 5 | 

However, ſince our Kemarker thinks his 
. Obſervation of weight, it may be fit to 
take notice, that what He thinks © neg- 
<< teted” by Dr. Clarke, is fully explained 
in his Expoſition upon the Articles ef the 
Creed. Juſt as the Duty towards God, and 


towards our Neighbour is expounded in the 


Ten Commandments ; and the things con- 
tained in the Anſwer to the Queſtion, Nhat 


deſireſt thou "_ God in this Prayer ? arc all 


contained 


* 


Il 


#1 
contained in the Expoſition of the Lord's 
Prayer. And it would have been imper- 
tinent Repetition to have expounded theſe 


things, when He had expounded the Foun 
dations of them already, 


uw. 


The next thing that is n is, not 
any particular Paſſage in the Expoſition, 


but what lies betwixt p. 42. and p. 49, and 
this is ſummed up thus: That Dr. Clarke 


thinks * that he is ti; interpret the Creed 
« by the Scripture.” Whereas, The 
« Church- Forms ought moſt certainly to 
ce be interpreted according to the Mind of 
ce the Church that made them: And if fo 
« interpreted, they appear not to agree with 


« Sctipture, they are to be rejected as falſe; 


* and not ſtrained to a Senſe not their own 
« in order to make them true.” 
The fault of Dr. Clarke is, his attempt 
to interpret the Apoſtles Creed by Scripture. 
A Chriſtian, a Proteſtant, a Divine, ought 
to be forgiven this injury, and even to be 
thanked for ſhewing that the. Creed, into 
which all are baptized, is exactly agreeable 
to the Rule of Truth. What Harm can 


poſſibly arriſe from this, that every Article 


is capable of being expreſſed in the very 
Language of Scripture, and is founded 


upon 


P- 25. | 


* 


Ibid. 


ſing himſelf, ſee 


163 


upon cle Texts? That kalte is bothing 
profeſſed to be believed at Baptiſm; but 
What all Chriſtians of all denominations 
agree to be juſt and true? But our Author, 
if one may gueſs of his manner of expreſ- 


to think that ſome 
Church Forms are inconſiſtent with Scrip- 


ture; or elſe it is not to be imagined why, 


in the preſent Caſe, he is ſo deſirous to 
oppoſe the Rule of Interpretation to the 
Nule of Truth. The © Scriptures,” ſays 
he, are the Rule of Truth, but not the 
« Rule of interpretation They are the 
0 Rule for receiving any forms, but not 
e the Rule for underſtanding them.“ 
If a publick form be agreeable to the 
Rule of Truth, and be ſhewn to be ſo, 


is a Man to be cenſured for this? Ves, 


it ſeems.” | The meaning of Church- 
4 Forms is firſt to be judged of from the 
* natural force of the words, the intent of 
e the compiler, and the laws of true cri- 
ec ticiſm In the cale before us, VIS! 
the Apoſtles Creed; there is no one word 
which in its natural force, or by any Laws 
of Criticiſm, or for ought I know, in the 
intent of the Compilers, is not exactly 
agrecable to the Scripture. If there be 
any ſuch; it had been right in our Author 


to have produced it. That would indeed 


have been a Confutation of Dr. Clarke's 
Expoſition, 


* 


1 


Expoſition, and would have ſhown. that-in 


an Expoſition of the Church · Forms we ought 
neren nat regard to the Rule of Trutb. 
The Scriptures are the Rule of Faith, 


and they atè a compleat one, becauſe it is 


impoſſible for us to know more of the 
WII of God than What he has thought fit 


to diſcover. It is in vain therefore for any 
one to ſend us to Cyril, or Ruffinus,. or any 
other uninſpired petſon, to know the mean- 
ing of a Text of Scripture, ſince the queſ- 
tion will recur, How came he by his Know- 
ledge? The natural and uſual Signification 


of Words, and the Rules of Criticiſm; mult . 
be the means of diſcovering” the Intent of 
God? and if any other helps to this occur, 


they ought to be made uſe of. But if in 
theſe helps we meet with mere Hypotheſes 
to reconcile certain Texts, we ſhould be 
cateful how we admit theſe Inventions of 
Men; and ſhould never confound them 
with, or ſet an equal value upon them, and 
the Scriptares. | 

_ « It is jmpoffible ”, fays the Remarker, 
to reconcile the principles laid down 
« in the Expoſition, ' with what the Cate- 
e chiſm 2 means by God the Son, and 
c God the Ho Holy Ghoſt, as taught in the 


« Creed”, The Principles laid down in 
the Expoſition are Scripture-- Principles, 
Scripture-Propoſitions, laid down uſually in, 

C | an.” 


N. 


p. 24. 


Senſe? 
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and always confirmed. by the very words 


of Scripture, and thoſe words of Scrip- 
ture explained-by/the uſual known rules of 
Criticiſm. Does the Catechiſm then “ plain- 
« [y mean © ſomething irreconcileable with 
the Scripture? Is the Apoſtles Creed plainly 
inconſiſtent with the New Teſtament ? The 
Remarker may tell us ſo: and as he un- 
derſtands it, perhaps it may be ſo. But J 
ſhould be ſorry to find our Baptiſmal Creed, 
or any part of that Inſtruction which we 
are taught ſo carly in life, at ſuch diſtance 
from the Rule of Truth, as to be irrecun- 


cileable to it. 


But, ſays the Remarker, „He interprets 


e the Creed by Scripture, that is, % his 


« own Senſe of Scripture. And ſo muſt 


every Man that r the word 
of God by his own Senſe. The 


Queſtion 
therefore is, whether he has miſtaken the 
And this muſt be reſolved into 
this : Not what * rages ſays, or any 
other Father; but what is the critical mean- 


ing of the Words? If the Enquiry be a- 
bout a Dactrine, — then, what is the Doc- 
trinèe contained in the ſeveral Texts, when 
they are laid together; and not what may be 
the poſſible meaning of a ſingle: Text? 


And this | think to be an inviolable Rule, 


that a difficult Text is to be expounded. al- 
ways by a plain and caſy one; and not 


vice 
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vice verſa, an eaſy one by one that is 
difficult. In ſhort, all proper helps are to 


be uſed to underſtand the Scriptures, as you 
would uſe all proper helps to underſtand 
(allowing for the different Importance of the 
Subjects) Tully or Plato, or any other 
Writer. But every Man muſt underſtand, 
and ought to underſtand by his own Senſe; 
nor can the Authority of one, or of many 
combined together, determine a thinking 
Man, further than the Reaſons for their 
Opinions weigh. 

But the Church that made the Catechiſm, 
ce the Intent of the Compiler, is to be con- 
ſidered; the Church Forms ought moſt 


« certainly to be interpreted according to 


te the Mind of the Church that made 
« them ”. 

The n of the Compiler, the Mind 
of the Church, (let Church fignify what 
it will, ſince it is allowed to have a Mind) 
was to. expreſs a Scripture-do@rine,. a Doc- 


trine diſcovered by Jeſus Chriſt; or by his 


Apoſtles. It was not their Intent, or theit 
Mind, I hope, to deliver a Doctrine merely 
of their own Invention, or which had no 
Foundation in Scripture.” I agree then with 
our Author, that if they have made uſe of 
ſuch words as in their uſual and ordinary 
Signification cannot be reconciled to Scrip- 
ture, the Propoſitions in which ſuch words 

G3 arc, 


Ibid. 


p. 26.29. 
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are, are to be rejected as falſe. But if they 


have uſed ſuch words as in their natural 
Signification are reconcileable to Scripture, 
even ſuppoſing the Compilers had a different 
meaning, it is lawful in ſuch a caſe to in- 
terpret ſuch word according to the Rule of 
Truth. But ſee this point handled at large 
in a Pamphlet, entitled, The Caſe of Sub. 
ſcription to the Thirty-nine Articles. Printed 
for James Knapton, 1721; and in the 
Vindication of it. in ; 


IV. 


To proceed: Dr. Clarke ſays, In 
things fundamental, in things required as of 
neceſſity to eternal Salvation, it is evident 
this rule (viz. of revealed Religion) a 
to be fo plain, that no honeſt and careful 
mind, even of mean capacity, to whom the 
Sermons of Chriſt and his Apoſtles have 


ever been diſtinfily rehearſed, can be in 


any danger of miſtaking, The Method ta- 
ken to refute this is, firſt, by ſhewing ſome 
ablurd Conſequences which the Remarker 
thinks neceſlarily would follow from it; 
and 2dly, by declaring it to be neither a 
ſafe nor true Rule. Before I conſider this 
Remark, 1 muſt premiſe that 


The 


IR 
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The Defines of our Saviour, and of thoſe” 


commiſſioned by him, are the whole and the 
only Rule of Truth in matters of Revealed 
Religion. No Man can know more than is 
revealed; nor can any thing be required to 
be believed either to Salvation, or in ge- 
neral by any Chriſtian, more than is con- 
tained in Scripture. No Church, no Au- 
thority upon Earth, can require more, with- 
out the utmoſt preſumption, without ſet- 
ting themſelves in the ſeat of God, and im- 
poſing their own Fancies inftead of the Will 
of God. Now as that which is not un- 
derſtood by any perſon cannot by him be 
thought to be revealed; from hence it fol- 
lows, that every Man muſt underſtand far 
himſelf; every Man muſt judge according 


to his beſt Abilities for himſelf; and every 


Man muſt believe for himſelf; as much as 
he muſt be ſaved for himſelf. If therefore 
« any thing be required as of neceſſity to 
« eternal Salvation, it muſt be what every 
Man muſt underſtand, or elſe he could not 
be ſaved: and if every Man may under- 
ſtand it, it muſt be plain to every Honeſt 

and careful Mind. | 
Loet us ſee now what Corollarics the Re- 
marker has drawn. Firſt, ſays he, © it is not 
* neceſlary to eternal Salvation to believe 
<« that the Father alone is neceſſarily exiſt- 
« ing.” Why? © becauſe innumerable 
« careful 


p. 26. 


2 19. 


1 5 


& careful and honeſt minds have lived 


& and died in a disbelief of it.” Pray, Sir, 


produce the Text of Scripture, which ever 
ſaid that it is of neceſſity to eternal Salua- 
tion, ſo much as to have an Idea of the 
neceſſary Exiſtence of God ? 

24ly, It will further follow,” ſays the 
Remarker, that it is not neceſſary to Sal- 
cc vation to believe that the Father alone 
«' is God of the univerſe, excluſive of the 
« Son and Holy Ghoſt.” Again I reply, 
that the Rule of Truth has never made 
it neceſſary, or required it as of neceſſity 
to Salvation, to believe that the word God - 
excludes, or includes the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, It is fundamental to believe that 
God is; and that he is a rewarder of them 
that diligently ſeek him. But to believe 
that the Three Perſons, Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt, „are equal, and all together 
© make up one God,” is no where ſaid in 


Scripture : But is at beſt an Hypotheſis to 


reconcile a few Texts,of Scripture. If it 
be any where ſaid, that the Three Perſons 
ce all together make up one God, pro- 
duce the place, and do not impoſe or re- 


quire a Submiſſion to your Conſequences 


from certain Texts; obſcure, remote, and 
perhaps unintelligible Conſequences, as In- 
ſtances ot what is required of every Man as 


of neceſlity to Salvation. 


34ly, 


[ 231 


Jay, He goes on, & It will further fol- p. 26. 


*.low, that none of the Propoſitions in 
&«  Scripture-dotirine,”.(this Author I ſuppoſe 
means Dr. Clarke's Book, the Title of which 
is, THE Scripture-dotirine of the Trinity; 
“ ſo far as they are contrary to our Church's 
% Doctrine, are of neceſſity to Salvation.” 
Pray has Dr. Clarke, or any one elſe ſaid, 
that ſuch Propoſitions of his Book as are 
contrary to our Church's Doctrine, are of 
neceſſity to Salvation? If neither He, nor 
any one elſe has ſaid ſo, what ſort of a 
Corollary is this? or how will it prove 
the Principles laid down in the Expoſition to 
be falle ? 

. 4thly, © It will likewiſe. follow,” ſays 
the Remarker, © that it is by no means ne- 
ceſſary to Salvation to believe that all re- 
'« ligious Worſhip, and 4d Prayers are to be 
* directed to the Father.” Here again I 
ask, Where have the Scriptures ſaid that 
this is neceſſary to Salvation to be believed? 
Or where has Dr. Clarke ſo much as inti- 
mated that it is neceſſary to Salvation to 
believe that a//7 Worſhip is to be directed to 
the Father, when he expreſily pleads that 
ſome Worſhip is to be directed to the Son ? 

Laſtiy, “It will follow, thay the Belief 
e of the Apoſtles Creed as interpreted by 
te the Expoſe tion is not neceſſary to Salva- 
« tion.“ Was ever ſuch a Corollary drawn 
| | before ? 


Ibid. 


p. 27. 


1 
before? Do the Scriptures ever mention 
the Apoſtles Creed, or the Expoſition 
made by Dr. Clare 7 The Rule of Truth 
alone muſt contain whatever is neceſſary to 
Salvation; and that requires, as does Jike- 
wiſe Dr. Clarke's Expoſition, Repentance 
from dead Works, and Faith towards God; 
The belief of Jeſus to be the Chtiſt; the 
Reſurrection from the Dead and Eternal 
| Judgment. Theſe are neceſſary Principles, 
contain'd in Scripture, in the Apoſtles 
Creed, and in Dr. Clarke's#Expoſition of 
ir, and are plain to ay. careful and ho- 
neſt Mind. _ 
As theſe Corollarics arc drawn upon ſup- 
poſition of the Principles being true, and 
which the Remarker imagines wou'd de- 
ſtroy it, He next atracks the Principle itſelf 
as neither ſafe nor true. We muſt always 
keep the Principle in our vie; © In 
© things required as of Neceſlity to Salva- 
„ tion, it is evident the Rule of Revela- 
< tion ought to be ſo plain, that no careful 
% honeft Mind, to whom the Sermons of 
« Chriſt and his Apoſtles have been diſtiuct- 
ly rchears'd, can be in danger ot miſtak- 
* ig.. oppoſition to this we are 
rold, 

085-6 There is no Truth whatever ſo 
e plain but it may be obfcured—to ſuch 
« a dcgrcc, that common Chtiſtians may 
(0 be 
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be puzzled. ” Suppoſing this, What 
then? The conſequence is; not that the 
Rule before laid down is neither ſafe nor 
true, which was the Point to be proved; 
but this — Therefore nothing at all is plain, 
no Truth whatever can be required as ne- 
ceſſary to Salvation: For nothing can be 
required to be believed as neceſſary to Sal- 
vation, which is obſcured and darkned to 


ſuch a degree, as to make it impoſſible to 


be believed. He goes on, 

0 2dly, & Any Jew or Deiſt, Pagan or Ma- 
c“ hometan, may ſay that the Proofs upon 
c which the Chriſtian Revelation reſts (Mi- 
* racles and Prophecies) ought to be fo 
<« plain, that no honeſt and careful Mind 
« can be in danger of miſtaking.” That 


is, what js required of every Man as ne- 


ceſſary to Salvation, in a Revelation by 
him received, muſt be plain: Therefore the 
Proofs of that Revelation muſt be plain: 
1. e. Becauſe an acknowledged Law muſt be 
Plain to them that ſubmit to it and own it, 
therefore the Proofs upon which the Power 
of the Legiſlator reſts muſt be plain. Are 
ſuch Conſequences worth a Confutation ? 
He ſays, | 9 
3dhy, < If Chriſtianity were thus thrown 

« off, and every other Religion but Natu- 
<« ral Religion l know not how much of 
that might go off next, upon the ſame 
Principle. Dr. Clarke is ſpeaking of a 
Rule 


lbid. 


. 
l 3 
1 g 
£1 
. 
1 
: 
1 
11 
$5 
+4 32 * 
| 398 
I + 
þ 1 
+. 
1 
| «3:4 
« if 
tt 
+ | 
f . 
i Ts 
1 - 
. 5 
= 
4 1 
ſ 
1 4 
U = 
* : K 
i : 
\ = 
_ 
=. 7 * 45 5 
i i 
F o 
b * 
II 
Jt 
1 
1 
” 3 
| if 
'1 
: 
4 } 
. 
1 
* 
[1 
© x 
* 
N 
ö 
1 
. 
' 


1261 


Rule of Scripture or Revelation; and ar- 


p. 28, 29. 


gues that what is required in That as ne- 


ceſſary to Salvation muſt be plain. To 


confute this Poſition ; ſuppoſe, ſays he, 


there is 20 Revelation Why then you 
_ don't refute a Principle that ſuppoſes and 


argues from a Revelation. Quid cum iſto 

bomine facias? But he proceeds ſtill, 
4thly, © I diſlike the Rule, becaufe I 

cc think it will leave the Man juſt where 


« he was before, and not at all the wiſeg 


« as to pitching upon fundamental Doc- 
* trines. But what is this to the Pur- 
poſe? Name, if you can, any one Point 
| which the Rule of Truth has made neceſſary 


to Salvation, and which is not plain to every 


honeſt and careful Mind, Men may meet 


with many Points in Scripture that are ob- 
ſcure, and they may pitch upon ſome Points 
Which they may imagine groundleſſly to 
be fundamental ones. But yet that does 
not alter the Points which are there laid 


down as neceſſary Articles, nor make them 


more or leſs ſo. What are Fundamental 
may be plain, though ſome may chuſe to 
amuſe themſclves with their own Notions; 
and may conceive thoſe to be Fundamen- 
tal, which to another can never be proved 

ſuch. 5 
This is all the Remarker has ſuggeſted a- 
gainſt Dr. Clarke's Poſition, and then he 
proceeds 


— 


We - 8 


proceeds to give us a Rule of his own. 


« I ſhould think it much better to ſay, that p. 29, 30 


« whatever, can be provd to be taugM in 


« Scripture, and in the fir/t and pureſt Apes, 5 


cc as of Neceſſity to Salvation, is now alſo ne- 
« ceſlary to all Chriſtians, but in ſuch a de- 
4 gree as they are capable of knowing, or 
« doing it. Allowances muſt be always 
« made for want of Capacity, or Opportu- 
< nity, and for inſuperable Prejudices. 

In this Rule it is very remarkable, that 
what is taught in the firſt and pureſt Ages 
as of neceſſity to Salvation, is put upon 
the level with what is taught as 8 
to Salvation in Scripture. 1 know not how 
far he will extend the firſt and pureſt Ages 
in the preſent Caſe; Whether he deſigns 
only the Three firſt Centuries, or the Four 
firſt, or whether he will take in more to 
ſerve his Purpoſes. In Page 20, indeed he 
ſays, „All ſhould agreg to take Scripture 


« for their Rule, and the practice of the 


« three firſt Centuries for the Model of 
e their Worſhip. ” But elſewhere he leaves 
this Point at large and unconfined to any 
Time, and only ſpeaks in general of Anti- 


quity. At the End of the Remarks, when 


He reſumes this Subject, He tells us, The 
« juſt Authority of the Chriſtian Law can no 


« otherwile be kept up, but by maintain- 


* ing the Veneration due to Sacred Writ, 
S alias - al both 


8 | 
/ 


Pp. 92. 


te. both 25 to Matters of Faith and Pradice: I 
« If e weaken, its Authority in reſpect of 
* either, we do it in both, and endanger 
« the Whole. In this he refers us to 
cred Writ alone. But then he preſently 4. 
terwards adds in the ſame Page,. —“ There 


c is an abſolute Neceſſity of fixing a cer- 


ie fain Rule That Rule is Scripture, but 
< taking Antiquity along with it as the beſt 
«© Comment upon it. 

In the midſt of theſe Declarations from a 
Proteſtant, 1'muſt obſerve, _ 
That if ſome few Writers which are 
not put into the Canon of Scripture wete, 
as has been obſerv'd by ſome, © inſtructed 


dy ſuch as were inſpired, ” and their Au- 


thority therefore may on that account be 
valued ; yet, 1 ſuppoſe, the ſame Deference 
is not to be paid to all the Writers of the 
firſt and ' pureſt Ages. Suppoſe the © pureſt 


. Ages” ceas'd jult when the Council of 


Remark, 
P. 93 


Nice was call d, juſt when Riches and Pow- 


er, when Ambition an Contention, made 
ſuch Havock as it did in the Chriſtian 
Church, all the Writers of thoſe Ages 
were not equally inſtructed by inſpired Per- 
ſons: Nay, by our Author, they are allowed 
to be Men, i. e. fallible Creatures, howe- 
ver great and good. Why then does the 


Remarker ſay, Whatever can be proved 


« to be taught in Scripture, and in the 


« ff 
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* fp and pireſt Ayer, as of neceſſity to 
« Salyation, is now alſo. neceſſary to all 
« Chriſtians? Why does he join fallible 
Men with mſpired Teachers of the Gol- 
_—_ : | . 
* 2. What Occaſion have we to go to 
theſe firſt and pureſt Ages? Did Juſtin 
Martyr, or Tertullian, (Who is allowed on 
all hands to have been egregiouſſy miſtaken 
in many Points,) or JIrenzus, or Ori- 
gen, &c. know more, or more clearly, what 
is revealed by God in the Goſpel," than 
others do, - who have the ſame Goſpel lying 
now before them? Were theſe Men inſpi- 
red, or taught of God, more than others 
are that live 1500 Years after them? If 
they were, we ought to pay them their due 
regard, and receive all their Writings as 
irs do the inſpired ones of the Goſpel. 
3. If Chriſtians arc obliged to conſult the 
iſt and pureſt Ages, to know what is ne- 
ceſſary to be believed in order to Salyation, 
all Proteſtants as well as Papiſts are in an 
unpardonable Iniquity, not to tranſlate all 
the Writers of theſe firſ# and pureſt Ages 
into the vulgar Tongues, and let them be 
at leaſt in every Church, and read there 
openly to the People as the Bible is, that 
they may be able to know what is funda- 
mentally neceflary to their Salvation. 
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6245 Let us ſuppoſe that the Scriptures 


have told us ſome neceſſary Doctrine, yet 


if the Fathers of theſe firſt and pureſt Ages 
have not likewiſe treated of this Doctrine, 
it is not enough that @he Scriptures have 
declared it to be neceſſary: For it muſt be 
t proved to be taught in Scripture, and in 


« the firſt anddpureſt Ages. So that the 


Scriptures alone are an inſufficient Rule of 
Faith, and we want the Comment of Anti- 
quity to help us out. Happy the Men of 
Leiſure and Learning! For they alone can 
certainly, know all the neceſſary Articles of 
Faith, whilſt the Men of lower Capacitics 
are in the nature of the Thing excluded 
from the Means of knowing even what is 


Fundamental, ſince the Learned do not think 


. fit to tranſlate Origen's Works, Tertullian, 
Clemens of Alexandria, and the reſt which 
continue in Greek and Latin, not to be un- 


derſtood by the bulk of Chriſtians. And 


till we know what theſe Men declare to 


be Fundamentals, we can't be ſure that we 
know all that is fundamental to a Chri- 


ſtian. ; rg iſ 


5. Notwithſtanding theſe firſt and pureſt 
Ages here come in, yet elſewhere the Scrip- 
ture alone is the Rule of Truth. If a Rea- 
ton be demanded, why the fallible Writers 


of the firſt and pureſt Ages, are to be 


joined to the Scripture, no other can be 


produced 
4+ 
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Note RS 
produced but this—The Remarker imagines, 
tor it is in Fact no more than mere Ima- 
gination) that he has ſome of the Writers 
of thele firſt and pureſt Ages with him, in 
"ſome of his Notions about the Trinity. 
Now he cannot but know that his Adverſa- 
ties likewiſe claim them all, or all but one, 
to be with them. Nay, there is not one 
of them, but at times ſpeaks much more fa- 
vourably on their Sides, than on the Re- 
markers. He knows, that the'very Arians 
openly appeal'd to the firſt three Centuries, as 
to the Patrons of their Notions: Much more 
can thoſe who diſclaim the Errors of Arius, 
and who oppoſe an unintelligible Notion, 
of Three intelligent Agents ſubſiſting in one 
undivided Subſtance, being but one intelligent 
Agent. But however that be, I fay, 
S 6thly, The Remarker himſelf grants, 
That „ the juſt Authority of Chriſtianity 
e can no otherwiſe be kept up, but by 
« maintaining the Veneration due to Sa- 
* cred Writ.” But then he can't but 
know, that the Veneration for it is leſ- 
ſen'd, when That and the Words of weak, 
fallible, Men are join'd to it, and made of 
equal Weight. I wou'd not be thought 
abſolutely and univerſally and in every 
thing, to contemn the Writers of the fir/# 


and pureſt Ages: And perhaps for what I Remrk, 
ſay, I may be told by our Author, Men? 95 


& that know little of the Fathers will of 
ET a . « courſe 


| { 32 1 

< courſe. Ps with Contempt of them.” 
But I muſt tell him, and Iſpeak it from my 
Knowledge, that if we were now eto write 
as ſome of theſe very Writers of the firſt 
and pureſt Ages did, no Man of Senſe 
wou'd read what was wrote. I will not 
produce particular Inſtanccs either of their 
reaſoning, or of their interpreting of Scrip- 
ture. But let any one put their Argu- 
ments into Syllogyſm, and examine their 

Interpretations by the Rules of ſtrict Cxi- 
tique, and then judge of the Reſpect which 
is 1 de paid to, them on theſe ac- 

Counts. 

7th, The Remarkes has join d to che 
Scriptutes what he firſt and pureſt Apes 
have taught. 1 think we might admit this 
Principle, provided the firſt. and pureſt 
Apes perfectly agree with the Scriptures z or, 
if we cou'd know certainly what was the 

Opinion of theſe pureſt Ages of the Church. 
Jo inſtance in the caſe of the Trinity, the 
darling, Point of our Author: He tells us 
with a great deal of Aſſurance, that theſe 
pureſt Ages harc uniformiy held his No- 
tions. Dr. Clarke has produced, for ought [ 
| know, a thouſand Paſſages out of them, to 
prove that they never held the Notion 
which Dr. Vaterland has 'Tis certain 
that no General Council. had in theſe firſt 
0 "nd pureſt Ages determin'd this Queſtion 3 


and 
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eh 
and nit ſuppoſe. that any of the Fa- 
thers were on Dr. Vaterland s Side of the 
Queſtion, yet it would not follow that that 
was the Doctrine which was always, . and 
every where, and by all received as true. 
Suppoſe it a general Doctrine in any parti- 
cular Chutch, yet how does it follow that 
it is the Doctrine of the univerſal Church, 
or of all the Profeſſors of Chriſtianity? It 
would be a fallacious way of reaſoning to 
ſay, that the commonly received Notion in 
any Country is the univerſally received one: 
Or chat an Opinion, which it may not be 
ſafe to oppoſe, is therefore by all allowed 
to be true. But, 
sthly, 1 cannot but think it a high In- 
dignity to join to the Scriptures theſe fir/f 
and pureſt Ages, as they are called. For 
| — were theſe Ages in fact to which ſo 
much deference is aid! No ſooner were 
the Apoſtles dead, but the Myſtery of Ini- 
quity began to appear more openly, in 
Forgery, in Wickedneſs, and in the vileſt 
Hereſies, and the moſt abſurd Notions that 
ever were broached. I do not lay that there 
were not very many good and virtuous Men 
in thoſe times, many that really and truly em- 
braced the Goſpel, and that lived as became 

the Profeſſors of Chriſtianity. But notwith- 
ſtanding that, the Forgeries alone of thoſe 
times have furniſhed out whole Volumes, to 


the everlaſting Reproach of thoſe Ages: And 
E there 


e a 
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there were more Hereticks in number, and 


p. 20. 


more ſhameful wickedneſs praiſed amongſt 
them, (if we may believe thoſe who give us 


the Catalogues of them) than have been per- 


haps in the ſame quantity of Time ſince. They 
were Ages of Weakneſs and Credulity, and 
therefore eaſily impoſed upon by the Arts 
and Frauds of deſigning People. Biſhop 
Fell, whom no one can ſuſpect of know- 
* ing little of the Fathers, or of having 
them in * contempt, ſhall be my voucher 
here. Non eſt diſſimulandum, ſays he, 
<« tantam fuiſſe primis ſæculis fingendi licen- 
etiam, tam pronam in credendo facilita- 


« fem, ut rerum geſtarum fides graviter ex- 


inde laboraverit: nec orbis terrarum tan- 
tum, ſed & dei Eccleſia de temporibus ſuis 


« yt hicis merito queratur. i. e. It muſt be 
owned, that in the firſt Ages they took ſuch 
an exceſſive Liberty of Forging, and ſo great 
was their Credulity, that the credit of 


real facts is by that means greatly im- 


paired: nor can the Heathen] world 
alone, but the Church of God may likewiſe 


juſtly complain of its fabulous Ages. 


Before I proceed to the next Head, twill 
be proper to obſerve that whereas this Au- 


thor tells us, that © all ſhould agree to 


ce take Scripture for their Rule, and the 
e Practice of the three firſt Centuries for 
e the Model of, their Worſhip ; the 


Church of England in particular varies from 
theſe 


4 * * 7 A 
» % ; 
1 


1 


theſe firſt Centuries in very many inſtances : 


even uniform in their Practices. It is not e- 
nough to ſay, that they that refuſe that mo- 


del are < juſtly blameable, and the dividers 
of the Chriſtian Church: Nor to add, 


ce Be it at their peril who do ſo, as they will 
« anſwer it at the great Day of Accounts. 


He knows, or ought to know, that one 


Church varied from another in thoſe times 
in many inſtances: There was not an Uni- 
formity of Rites, and Ceremonies, and Cu- 
ſtoms; but every Church was at Liberty to 
follow their own. Nay they went ſo far, 
as to eſteem thoſe Men breakers of the Unity 
of the Church, who were for impoſing upon 
others the Models of their Worſhip. 

But ſuppoſing that the three firſt Cen- 
turies were all uniform; that they all 
obſerved the ſame Rites; that they all 
Worſbipped in the ſame Form; yet what is 
the Obligation that this lays upon us? Why 
is a Man blame-worthy now, if he refuſes 
to comply with any Model of Worſhip 
uſed Fifteen Hundred Years ago? Or why 
may not. we uſe our Liberty, or fix ſuch a 
Model of Worſhip as we judge ſuitable to 


our preſent Times? Are we to anſwer. for 


it at the Day of Accounts, that we have not 
imitated or followed the Example of 7uſtin 
Martyr, or n or Tertullian? ſeſus 
E 2 I know 


And if it did not, it has a right to do it, 
ſuppoſing theſe firſt Centuries to have been 
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36 
I know, and Paul I know, bat who are 
theſe? What one Church in Chriſtendom. 
is not b/ameable on theſe accounts, if this be 
blame-worthy ? Theſe firſt Ages claimed no 
Authority over the ſucceeding: ones, or if 
they had claimed ir, they muſt have anſwered 
fully to the Demand, * what TO * 
did ſo. 

But let us hear the Rule whack den Author 
gives us in Oppoſition to Dr. Clarke, with- 
out taking further notice of the Abſurdity of 
joining © the firſt and pureſt Ages” to the 
| Scripture. * Upon the whole, ſays he, 

p. 29, 30. © I ſhould think it much better to ſay, that 

« whatever can be proved to be taught in 
“ Scripture, and in the firſt and pureſt Ages, 
ec as of neceſſity to Salvation, is now alſo 
. neceſſary to all Chriſtians; but in f#ch 4 
% degree as they are capable of knowing or 
e doing it: Allowances muſt always be made 
e for want of f OY; or opportunity, and 
te for inſuperable prejudices, as to the 
« ſtrength of it are not com- 
te miſlioned, nor qualified to determine. 
In virtue of this Rule, no Man can pretend 
to judge what is a fundamental Doctrine, 
and what not; notwithſtanding the pretence 
that this is a much better Rule than that 
laid down by Dr. Clarke. And this Author 
allows it, when he fays,—* As to marking 
p. 30+ © out any Catalogue of Fundamentals—it 
FF * would be an idle Artempt and very ſo- 
"4 cc * lemn 


a 
« lemn trifling.” I muſt obſcrye likewiſe, 
that it follows, that his own Doctrine of the 
Trinity cannot be a fundamental Doctrine, 
unleſs to ſuch as “ate capable of knowing 


4 it.. But what 1 would principally ask 


here is, Why is it, an idle Attempt to mark 
e Out a Catalogue of Fundamentals?” Is it 
not a rational Queſtioen,.— what is it that 
makes a man a Chriſtian? Call it «< ſolemn 
4 trifling if you pleaſe; but every man hath 
a Right to demand an Anſwer to it; and if 
you cannot anſwer it, it ſhews either that you 
don't know your felf what it is that makes a 
man a Chriſtian 5 or if you do know it, you 

don't care to ſpeak openly to ſo important 
a Point. *T was a Queſtion, which tormer- 
ly was asked without Offence—Sirs, I bat 
muſt I do to be ſaved? And; What ſball 


1 do that I may inherit eternal Life? And 


is it now grown “ an idle attempt and ſo- 
tc Jemn trifting,” to anſwer it? Do not tell 
me, that © every part of the New Tefta- 
ment is equally inſpired, and the whole 
« taken together is our Rule of neceſſary 
cc Faith and Practice. The Enquiry is a- 
| bout Fundamentals, things neceſſary to Sal- 
ation; and it will always be asked, whether 
it de made by the wife God, as neceſſary to 


believe that St. Paul left his Cloak at Troas, 
as it is that Feſis is the Chrift ? Fundamen- 


tals ate things which muſt « ſuir every. 


Man, wharever his Capacities and Cir- 
| cumſtan- 


WE 
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cumſtances are: Nor is one ching fundamen- 
tal to a Man of Parts, another thing funda- 
mental to one of mean Abilities. Men indeed 
may build upon theſe Foundations Wood or 
Hay, Silver or Gold ; but ſtill the Founda- 
tions muſt be the ſame to all equally. + 
If indeed the Enquiry be, What is necef- 
ſary to Salvation to one that is already a 
Chriſtian? then I grant that Allow- 
« ances mult be N 5 for want of Capa- 
city, Opportunity, and inſuperable Pre- 
6e judices. All Chriſtians have not the 
ſame Talents committed to them. But then, 
why is this Author's Rule ſo much better 
than Dr. Clarke's, who had laid it down, 
that whatever is neceſſary to Salvation, is and 
| muſt be plain to every honeſt Mind > The 
way to try the Truth of 'both Rules is, to 
ere what the Scriptures have made ne- 
eſſary to the Salvation of Chriſfians ; vis. 
Fait in God, and Repentance from evil 
Works, a Reſurrection to a future Life, and 
a judgment to come. Are theſe things ſuch 
as Men even of the loweſt Capacity can 
miſtake? If any one ſhould add any diſ- 
putable Points to theſe fundamental ones, 
then Dr. Clarke contends, that they who want 
Capacity cannot be bound to receive them; 
which is exactly the ſame with what our 
Author here lays down, notwithſtanding he 
prefers his own Aſſertion © as ſo much bet- 
_ « ter” than what the Doctor had ſaid. In 
HS ſhort, 


[39] 


ſhort, nothing is neceſſary to Salvation, 


which we have not Abilities to receive or 


ö this Author. 
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- 
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underſtand; and whatever we can under- 
Rand to be the Will of God, that will be- 
come our Duty to believe and practiſe. | 
And this Dr. C/arke contends for as s much as 


The Remarker next finds fault with Dr. 
Clarke for ſaying, © Into the Form of Bap- 


cc tiſm, and into the Catechiſm, and into 


the Order for the Vifitation of the Sick, 


the Apoſtles Creed only has very wiſely 


been put, as being eaſy and clear, and 


intelligible by all, and not mixed with 


«© any Matters of doubtful Diſputation.” 


The Cenſure paſſed upon this is! It is 


tc 


cc 


£c 


à narrow and partial way of thinking to 


judge of the Wiſdom of every thing, or 
any thing, only by its falling in with one's 


particular Taſte, or favourite Opinion. No 


doubt, but this Compliment upon what 


has been ſo wiſely done, means no 


more than this, that it was wzſe to chuſe 


a Creed which is ſhorteſt and leaſt explicit 


on the Doctrine of the Trinity. Had 
our- Reformers been wiſe enough to ſee 
it, it may be doubted whether they would 
have had ſo much reſpect to this Creed: 
So that it is wrong to commend their 
* « 7 {dom 


P. 377 33. 


P. 93. 
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„ Biſon in u. when ic might be es 


«< owing to their Simplicity. ' 

I admit this way of reaſoning here at 
preſent ; and ſhall only apply it to our Au- 
thor himſelf, who obſerves, « It was wie 
« and excellent Advice given in one of our 
«© Canons———— That the Clergy ſhould 
“teach nothing from the Pulpit, as being 
« of religious Obligation to the People, 
« but what ſhould be conſonant to the 
« Doctrine of the Old and New Teſta- 
« ment, and what the Catholic Fathers 
and antzent Biſbops had collected or con. 
te cluded from thence.” Sec here an in- 
tance of a < narrow and partial way of 
thinking, to judge of the Miſdom of 
«< any thing only by its falling in with one's 


particular Taſte.” Again: © It was owing. 


& more to the city of the Reformers 
+ than to their #7/dom, to pay fo much 
reſpe& to the Apoſtles Creed.” It was a 


fault, it ſcems, in Dr. Clarke, to com- 


mend the Wiſdom of thole who com- 
piled our Church- Offices: And therefore 
our Author ſays, one would think only for 
the fake of contradicting Dr. Clarke, that 
they were Fools or Simpletons. Be it fo. 
In page 92, when Dr. Clarke was forgot, 
he tells us, The Reformers here and a- 
broad proceeded like WISE Men, re- 
« ducing Religion as near as could well be, 
cc to its pure and primitive State. They 
gh | « went 
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b* went by Rule, and ſo knew when they 4 
tt had done enough. And let me add the. 
very next words after the calling the Refor: 
mers: Fools or weak, and in what.the 
word, wrſely, ſignifies : * However, in the p. 34 
6 Communion-· Office the Nicene Creed 
ec has been wIS ELI inſerted; — and the 
cc Athuanaſian allo has been as WISELY 
« honoured with a Place in our Ln. 
This needs no farther Application. 

The Remarker's next Qhſervation. i = Remark, 
That tis no commendation of a Creed p- 34- 36- 
e that it runs in generals only, if there 
« were auy Occaſion or Neceſſity for being 
* more. particular. As to the Pretence a- 
<« bout à ſhorter Creed being more caſy, 
« clear and intelligible, tis colour and ap- 
<« pearance only. The ſhorter generally 
60 any Creed is, the. more ohſcure and am- 

c biguous — The Apoſtolical Creed is not 

c at all clearer of leſs myſterious as to the 
c things themſelves; and as to the words 
te of it, it is, becauſe ſnort, more ambigu- 
te ous and obſcure, and not ſo caſily ſeen 
« into at; firſt view. 

1 will not diſpute: with this Author, ha 
ther the Apoſtles Creed, or that longer 
Creed of Athanaſus be the more obſcure 
and unintelligible, but ſhall leave this Fact 
to every Reader's judgment. Though 1 
muſt ſay, that * me in mind of the 

| Opinion 


2. 34 


N e Writers, and Herbert Tborndile 


_ Midnight 


b 
Opinion of a very eminent Divine who died 
_ a few Lears ago, who was wont to ſay; 
that Archbiſhop Trllvtjon was one of the 


Bᷣne of the cleareſt Writers that ever England 
bred. If Men will ſtand it out that it is 
when the Sun ſhines in its Meri- 
dian Luſtrc, it is in vain to attempt to con- 
fute them. , the other things our 
Author ſays, 111 examine more particularly. 
«- Creeds, ſays he, were at firſt chiefly: con- 


_ 6-xxived to be as Teſts againſt Hereſtes. The 


contrary to this is true; they were ar frſt 
neithet chieſſy, nor at all, * comtrived as 
« Tefis againſt Hereſics; * tho' afterwards, 


as Diſputes aroſe, they were contrived as 
Teſts ag 


ainſt what were called Hereſics : 


8 And in the diſputatious contentious Times 


of the Church, when nothing but 
and Power, and wand Precedency 
were regarded; Councils ſeemed to have 
met for no other end, but to make and im- 
poſe Creeds; and by That Trick to vacate 
the 6. am which "their Enemies were 
in Poſſeſſion of. At firft the Creeds con- 
rained thoſe fundamental things in Chriſtia- 
nity, in which Men were inſtructed in order 


Ambition, 


to Baptiſm : They were Summaries of what 
a Chriſtian profeſſed; as a Chriſtian, Af. 
terwards, I own, when Iniquity did a- 
bound, then likewiſe Creeds wete contrived 
LASER #7 / 4 3 to 
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to be . Teſts againſt Hereſicss.” anden n * 
they were little elſe than the ſpiritual Re- 
venges of: angry Partiſans; Fire · brands toſſed 
abont by artful Men, 28 if they weyr in 
ſport; till at length the Bible not containing 
the Religion of - Chriſtians, was accordingly 
diſcarded;: as being truly become uſeleſs. 
He proceeds. Greeds . . were as. firſt 
«, chiefly contriv d to be as Teſts againſt He- 
« reſies, and to guard ti Efentials of 
Faith.“ If he means, that firſt Creeds 
contained the Efjentials of Faith, I readily 
admit it. But if he intends to intimate, 
that at firſt they were contriv'd,; and de- 
ſigned to ſecure the Eſſentials of Faith a- 
gainſt what he calls Hereſies— This 1 think 
a Miſtake. The firſt Creeds were made with 
anothet view; they were contrived and did 0 
contain only the things in which Chriſtians, M 
as ſuch, were inſtructed. But then in after- 
times, they were made the Means to in- 
ſtruct Men in the belief, and to ſecure the 
Profeſſion, of things ſuperadded to the Faith 
contained in Scripture. When the Con- 
troverſy began about the famed, oprantou@), 
That was put into the Creed under the pre- 
tence of guarding the Faith taught by | 
Chtiſt and his Apoſtles, / but in reality it "I 
was to introduce 4 Faith of Man's Inven- | 
tion; a Faith which the Setiptures have not 
ld ne Word about. To me, who ac- 
7 F 2 „ 
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knowledge, and contend for the Sctipture's 


being the one only Rule of Faith to Chriſti- 


4 ans; whoever plcads that the Ouoodoi g is a 


guard to an Eſſential of Faith, he muſt pro- 


: duce a Paſſage expreſs and clear for dee 


and produce it in the Words of Scripture, 
or elſe he will not be able to prove it an 
Article of Chriſtian © Faith; much leſs an 


Eſſential Article: And he that pleads for 


Article of Chriſtian Faith 
fa For neither opoovo:@r nor 
ojcooboi@» are Scriptural Terms; and I cou d 
never yet be brought to think, that fallible 
Men cou d declare the Mind of God in bet- 
ter Terms, or more expreſſive Words, than 
the inſpired Went have. Our Author 
gocs on. 3 

It wou'd not be a wiſe thing (it can't 
bus! be remembred what our Author has 
ſaid about calling any thingi wiſe; but two 


Pages before, viz. It is a narrow and par- 
tial way of thinking to call any thing 


wiſe, only by its falling in with our favou- 
rite Opinion) © It wand og be a wiſe 
„thing, ſays he, „in any Church to 


4 chuſe the ſhorter and more general Creeds, 


„ when the antient Faith is endangered by 
*Hereſies, and wants more explicite Pro- 
« feſſions to ſecure it. | 


The way to ſecure the ant ient Faith, (if 


N * what is meant the Faith which Jeſus and his 


Apoſtles 
4 
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Apoſtles taught and required) is to recom- © 
mend ſeriouſly and truly the Bible to Chri- 
ſtians, and not the Additions of I know not 
vhom to it. The New Teſtament contains 
the only antient Faith. But if Men want 
to be inſtructed in reſined Speculations, 
or are deſirous to know the Hiſtory of 
the Variations of Expreſſion, or the real 
Alterations of Faith (which has in Fact been 
altered juſt as People of different Senti- 
ments have been in Power) then indeed 
let him look into the more explicite Pro- 
feſſions, pretended to be made to ſecure 
c and guard the Faith, but in reality to 
aggrandize ny and to innnine over 
crvers. | 

But, why wou ou'd it not be Ad in any | 
Church to chuſe the ſhorter Creeds? The 
Reaſon aſſign d is, The ſhorter gene- 
* rally a Creed is, the more obſcure and 
4 ambiguoùs. If ſo, no doubt the ſhorter 
the worſe. But if one may judge of Creeds 
by thoſe which are now in uſe amongſt us, 
I own, 1 think that juſt ſo much as the 
Athanaſian exceeds the A poſtolical Creed 
in Length and Explicitneſs, juſt ſo much is it 
more obſcure, more intricate, and more hard 
to be underſtood. | 

But be this as it will: our Audi means 4 
that the © Apoſtles Creed contains the ſame p. 36. | 
« Truths, briefly wrapped up, which the 
larger Creeds expreſs in more direct 
_ Terms,” 
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ce. Terms.” Upon which I cannot but obs. 
ſerve, 25 
dai. If the ſhorter Creed contains the 
Trucks briefly wrapped up, which the greater 
Creedss expreſs more fully and explicitly, 
it can be no Crime to fit down contented 
with the ſhorter, becauſe the ſhorter con- 
rains in this Senſe the whole of the larger. 
If it be faid that a Man's Bclicf ought 
to be more explicit—I ask, by what Au- 
thority is any one required to believe every 
Conſequence which a ſagacious Perſon may 
deduce from any Principle. I ſuppoſe the 
Conſequence to be truly drawn; yet, if 
a Man is required to believe in God, and 
to believe in Jeſus Chriſt the Son of God, 
it will not follow that a Man is therefore 
obliged to belicve the Son to be, e. g. of one 
Subſtance,” opt i@> with the Father. He in- 
deed that ſecs that Conſequence, may be 
obliged to believe it; but afiother Man 
may deny it, and may: refuſe aſſent to it, 
till it is proved that God requires aſſent 
to ſuch a particular P tion. He 
may plead the ſufficiency of his ſhorter 
Creed, for this very Reaſon, That it con- 
« tains the fame Truths briefly wrapped up, 
% which the larger Creeds expreſs in more 
direct Terms. He will have a tight to 
ſay this, even ſuppoſing the larger Creeds 
9 1 to . the e and if the 
latger 
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larger Creeds do not rightly unfold. it, then 

he will have this Advantage, that he is free 

from the eee 
of chat larger Creed. 

244%, I is denied that the ſhort Apoſtolical | 
22 is at all more ambiguous, or ob- 
ſcure, either in Words or Things than the 
larger Creeds arc. The largeſt and moſt 
explicit Creed, in uſe withy,us, is the Atha- 
n4fran. Now the 4 poſtoFeal Creed is clear- 
er and leſs — as to the things them- 
ſelves; and as to the Words, it is leſs am- 
biguous and obſcure than the Atbhanaſian. 
For the Truth of this, the Appeal muſt be 
to our common Reader's Underſtandings 
and Judgments: And the way to examine 
it is, to take any Articles of the ſhorter 
Creed, the Firſt and Second for Inſtance, 


its Explicitneſs, has made this Matter more 
clear and intelligible, or “ leſs myſteri- 
K-38 VI. 


| From the Mat ature of Creeds in Try 
our Author paſſes to what Dr. Clarke has 
{aid upon the Creed. itſelf. The Doctor 
began with this Obſervation. The Reaſon 
y God in the firſt Article is ftiled the 
Farbe. is to denote that he is the "or 
1 0 


believe in God, and in Feſus Chriſt hie 
only Son, and ſce if the larger Creed by © 
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tended in this firſt Article of the Creed: | 
p. 37. 
< with an Errot; for Father in the firſt Ar- 
cc ticle principally means Father of his on- 


« Cyril and R 


this Senſe, which Cyril and Nuffinus, and 
Biſhop Pearſon, it ſeems; underſtood ſo well? 
One wou'd-think nor, from the Pleas urg d 
by our Author for this; and from his taking 
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nal : Author..or Giver of | Life, to all the 
intelligent -Beings in the Univerſe + 
this is the Senſe firſt and principally in- 


This, ſays the Remarker, “ is ſetting out 


c ly Son, and has Reference to it.” If 
the Reaſon of his be ask d, it is anſwer d, 
uc, and: Biſhop 4. 2 
<. underſtood-it thus.“ 

Has Dr. Clarke * 8 no Notice of 


no Notice of what the Dr. has ſaid. But 
yet it is fit the Reader here ſhou'd know, 


that Dr. Clarke tells us, The Word, Fa- 


« ther, denotes his being in a ſingular and 
c peculiar Manner the God and Father of 


our Lord Jeſus Chriſt,” |||: 


But the Crime conſiſts in ſaying that the 
firſt and principal thing intended by the 
Word, Father, was his being the Father of 
all. Which way now muſt this Matter be ad- 


juſted?. The Reader muſt judge for himſelf. 
Ihe Words of the Creed are, I believe in 


Cod, the Father Almighty, Maker of Hea- 
ven. and Earth. Had the Words been, I 


Ne in God the Father, it isgpoſſible 


. | then 


dad... 


. 
then the meaning of Father might have 
immediately referr'd to the Son: But as it is 
1 believe. in God, the Father Almighty, 
why is Almighty join d to Father? Why 
is this Conſtruction of the Words, if it 
does not relate rather to his being the Fa- 
ther of all, as he is frequently in Scripture 
ſtiled, than to his being the Father of the 
Son atter- mentioned? Beſides, if Authori- 
ty wee of any weight, much more judici- 
ous Names might be produced than Ryf- 
finus, who think that the Words, Father 
Almighty were inſerted in Oppoſition to 
the Gentiles, who imagined one God to 
be the God of the Sea, another of the 
Land,  &c. Now by inſerting the Title 
Father Almighty, tarrixpatuee, Ruler of all 
things, in oppoſition to them, it muſt mean 
thc Almighty Father and Rulcr of all, him 
who had the abſolute Sovercignty over all. 


E VIL 
Dr. Clare proceeds to explain the Word, 
Almighty, and obſerves that it “ properly 
« implics Supreme Dominion, or ab:olute 
« Sovercignty—T hat Sovetcignty by which 
« the Son himſelf was ſent forth to reco- 
« yer and bring Men back to the Father, 
and ſhall again ar the End, deliver up the 


Kingdom to God, even the Father, and 
G « be 


1 FE 
abe ſubje& himſelf unto him that put all 
* Ane, under "eh that God ny be 


Charge againſt this is „I 3 Seu | 
e of the Creed unknown to the Antients, 
«and for which there is no Proof in Serip- 
ee ture: A Doctrine oppoſite to all Chriſti. 
«. an and Catholick Antiquity for the firſt 
three hundred Years and more 

In direct Contradiction to this, -F one 
can know what was the Doctrine of thoſo 
Ages, Dr. Clarke has ſpoke the Sentiments 
of the three firſt Centuries. And whereas 
an Appeal is made by the Remarker to Dr. 
W's Third Defence; it is fit the World 
ſhou'd know, that Dr. Clarke did leave that 

Matter to the common Reader, being 
i fully perſuaded there was nothing in that 
e Piece of Dr. atertand's that was not al- 
<« ready fully obviated. See his Obſerva- 
tions, p. 133. But, ſuppoſing the Doctrine 
were contrary to the Doctrine of the three 
firſt Centuries, (I mean that Part of the 
three which does not take in the Scrip- 
tures) I wou'd know what Authority the 
Writers of thole Ages have, that they muſt 
determine our Aſſent. How come they to 
have: ſuch Authority, that whatever Conſe- 
quences they drew from Scripture, muſt be 
the Belief of all ſubſequent Ages? 1 will 
not preſume. to * or aeſdile them, be- 


g cauſe 
I 


[ $2 ] 
enuſe I wanr'd not incur the Cenſure of our p. 93. 
Author. But ſuppoſing them as great Men 
as you pleaſe, tis not a Reaſon to believe as 
they did, only becauſe they lived when they 
did. How come they to know, (I {peak of 
what is more than the Seripture ſays) 
How come they to know, and how came 
we to de oblig d to believe juſt what they 
knew? if you lay they argued: right from 
the Scriptures,.—Be it ſo: Only remember, 
that “ we are bound, by your on Con- 
feſſion, in different proportion and degree, p. zo, 31. 
« according to the almoſt infinite variety of 
Men's Capacities, Opportunities, or out- 
< ward Gircumſtances. Their deducti- 
ons, how true ſoever, are not obligatory, 
unleſs we fee them: Nor is a thing's being 
known, or © unknown to the Antients ” 
any manner of Argument to us, that it is 
an Article of our Faith. But then, 
When he aſſerts, that the Supreme Do- 
minion of the Father, expreſſed here by the 
Word Almighty, warrerpd ros, has no 
Proof in Scripture; '—1 will give him one 
Argument which ſeems to me concluſive, 
and which is founded upon Scripture. He 
who alone has all Power independent and 
underived, cannot be ſaid to have an equal, 
or one common Dominian, with any one 
who has it derived and dependent. But 
1 Father alone has all Power independent 


2 and 
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; and underived. Therefore the Father has 


not an (qual, or a common Dominion with a- 
ny other who has it derived and dependent. 
If you want till further Proof, 1 add. 
He who never acts in ſubjection to any o- 
ther Perſon, and to whom every other Per- 
ſon always acts in ſubjection, has not 2 
Dominion in common with any one. ut 
the Father neuer acts in ſubjection to any o- 
ther Perſon, and every other Perſon always 
acts in ſubjection to him; therefore he has 
not a Dominion in common with any one. 
This Author muſt not Reply, That an E- 
* qual may act in ſubjection to an Equal, or 
c even to an Inferior, as our Lord acted in 
ce ſubjection to Fofeph and i Mary, and waſh- 
ed his Diſciples Feet. For, allowing 
the Truth of this, tis nothing to the Pur- 
poſe. The reaſoning for the abſolute So- 
vereignty of the Father of all, which here is 
made uſe of, is founded upon this, that af a/l 
times, always, and without any one inſtance 
to the contrary, all Peri ons act in Obedience 
to him. Tis impoſlible to form a Notion 
ot Supreme Sovercignty, it it be not trom 
hence, that all Perſons whatſoever pay a 
conſtant, perpetual ſubjection to One; and 
he that is veſted with ſuch Soverzignty ne- 
vor acts in ſubjection to any Others. 
With this Argument, founded on a 
ture, as Well as common Scene, paſs to 
Fr | what 


1531 
what is objected againſt the Expoſitiom of 
the next Article, And in _ Chil 


85 only Son our 2 
vil. 


8 think it will be ee upon this 
Head only to ſay thus much. If every. 
Argument produced by Dr. Clarke, proves 
Jeſus to be the Son of God in ſuch a Senſe 
as is ſingular, and peculiar to him, and not 
common to any one elſe, either Angel or 
Man, then that Argument will prove him 
to be the Only Son of God. But every 
Argument produced by Dr. Clarke does this. 

For no one elſe was conceived of the Holy 
Ghoſt, in a miraculous Manner: No one 
_ elſe was appointed to the Office of the, 
Meſſiah : No one elſe was the firſt begotten | 
of the dead: No one elſe had all Judg- + 
ment committed to him. Therefore if our 
Saviour on theſe accounts is called the San 
f God, on theſe accounts he may juſtly 
be called the only Son of God, if Scripture 
is to be regarded. 
But another account is to be given of this 
Title; and that is, © That peculiar, that high, p. 48. 
e that ſingular and divine Sonſhip, his being 
begotten of the Father before the World 
e Was.“ Be it ſo: Dr. Clarke has taken 
Notice of this too. But it ſeems, in the 
| M1 Judgment 


p, 


. 

gment of this Author, he has expreſſed- 
it * faintly; in low and leſſening Terms.“ 
Have the Scriptures expreſſed this Sonſhip 
of Chriſt in higher Terms than Dr. Clarke 
has? if they have, no doubt, it will be 
eaſy. to produce the Place. But remember 
a Place muſt be produced; where the Son- 
ſhip is ſpoken of; and not a Place where the 
word, Son, or only Son, or oni begotten, is 
not ſo much as nam d. The Scripture· 
Language is peculiarly exact in theſe Points, 
and therefore hoſe who. ſpeak from r 


ought to be exact likewiſe. 
Iis not enough to produce Joby 1 3% b. 
where the Word is call'd, Oeòs, in order to 


ſhew, that Dri Clarke ONS the Filia- 
tion < faintly and in low Terms. For beſides 
chat Dr. Clarke has in Fact cited this very, | 
Place upon this very Occaſion, a Place ſhould 
have been produced, which ſpeaks of our 
Saviour as the Son, or Qzly you of Gods 
and this ſhould appear to be ſpoken. in rela- 
tion to. *© that high, that ſingular, that pe- 
< .culiar Sonſhip,” which our Author, men- 
tions. If ſuch a Place can be produced, 
which Dr. Clarke has omitted, then indeed 


this Author wou'd have ſome Pretence for 


Complaint. But if he can produce none, 
then it is ridiculous to complain that the 
Expoſition has expreſſed this Matter © faint- 
* 4 in low and leſſening. Terms, * 
1 177 as 
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has expreſſed it in as high Terms as ever 
the Scriptures made uſe of W _ Oc 
— — 
I paſs by yy the Expoſition: ad like- 
wiſe what the Remarker ſays about the Rea- 


ſon of the Name given to our Saviour, vis. 


the Logos or Word, becauſe l think this Au- 
thor needs no Anſwer. I ſhall likewiſe but juſt 
mention the Title Lord, which denotes, 
as the Expqſtion lays, the Right of Domi- 
nion over us, by Virtue of his having re- 
deemed and purchaſed us with his Blood. 
For this the Expoſition quotes, Heb. 1. 2. 
Matt. 28. 18. Eph.1. 17. 21. 1 Cor. 15. 
27. Phil. 2. 9, 10, IT Luke 1. 33. Rev. 
19. 16. The true Anſwer to this wou'd have 
been, to have produced ſome Texts of 
Scripture which have imputed his Right of 
Dominion to ſomething elſe, beſides his 
having redeemed us with Fhis Blood. Inſtead 
of this, this Author produces Texts which 
ſhew that our Lord made all things; which is 
quite a different thing : and then he truſts 
to Conſequences, which he knows are de- 
nied by thoſe againſt whom he argues: Af- 
ter this follow the Authorities of Raffinus - 

and Cyril, and Biſhop Bull; as if what they 
ſay were deciſive, againſt the clear and nu- 
merous Texts of Scripture. Every one that 
has any acquaintance with the Scripture 
may be truſted with ſuch Reaſonings. 


« But 
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5 „ But it ſtands to Senſe,“ ſays the Res 

marker, „that Lord in this Place ſpoken 

« of as Prior to the Incarnation, ſhoud be 

c underſtood; of what was antecedent to 

56 it.“ As if the Creed ſpeaks of, or ever 

- mentions /Wo: forts: of Dominion, one be- 

fore, the other after the Incarnation z where- 

as in this Place alone it ſtiles our Saviour 

Lord; and this alone comprehends his whole 

Dominion, be it what it will. Ruffenus 

may ay otherwiſe, or may treat of the 

Creed in what Manner he pleaſes; but his 

Authotity is not ſufficient to make a © ruled 

4 Calc,” or a fixed and ſettled Method,“ 

of i interpreting the Creed, - which muſt bind 

every. one that writes after him, againſt the 
Leripentr, and common 2 Senſe. E 


* 


As to what follows about the Holy 
e Ghoſt, the Remarker has taken Pains to 
prove againſt ſome body, that the Holy 
Ghoſt is no Creature. He does not ſay, 
He dares net ſay, that Dr. Clarte has call d 
the Holy Ghoſt a Creature; but he draws. 
this Conſequence “ Indeed no body can 
« now make any doubt of his (Dr. Clarke's) 
© making both Son and Holy Ghoſt Crea- 
c tures.” Has the Dr. faid ſo? No. But 
* 00 Body can make any doubt of it.“ 
1 * I Why? 
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Why: Behold - a Reaſpn ! = « ſince _ hi 
8 = plainl excluded, or however tea 

% ped the Worſhip of both. Was chere 
ever ſuch a Sentence dropp d from heated 


Zeal, or Envy, or Calumny before! He 
has PLAINLY excluded. — The Remarket 
knew of no Place where the Dr. had done 
ſo, either plainly or not. He was con- 
op of the injuſtice of ſuch an Imputati- 
on and that which ſhews his Conſciouſ- 
nels is, he adds, or © however dropped th: 
« Worſhip. of both, i. e. He has plainiy 

excluded, or However, if he has not ex- 
cluded, plainly. or not plainly, yet he has 
Aid nothing about the Matter; and then rhe 
Conſequence is drawn, that Dr, C/arke has 
made the Holy Ghoſt a Creature. And now 
the Man of Straw is to be beat, the Texts 
are yn canvaſſed, and this is called Re- 
marks upon the E xpoſition. He might as 
properly have call'd this, Remarks upon Bp. 
Tillot ſons Rule of Faith, or any other 
Book, ſince he allows Dr. Clarke lays 
en about this whole Affair. ; 


| ar? 
X. 111 


The next Charge is, not upon What is 
not ſaid, but upon what the Doctor has ſaid 
upon the. firſt Commandment. Dr, Clarke 
had ſaid, that the firſt Commandment ſup- 


H Pioſea 
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Joſed that thee is but one God, one 2 
nal, amm. eſent, ſalf-ſufficient Bei 
in the Nw Teſtament is ſet fort BY 2 
under this fill more particular Character, 
that he ts the God and Father of our Lord 
| ag Chriſt, The Remarker in Oppoſition 
lays, © That the Father only, excluſtve of 
« aj] other Petſons, is the one God, is 
% known by the Light of Sctiptures to be 
« falſe: and is by all the antient Churches 
«accounted Hereſy. . 
Had this Author read as carefully the New 
' Teſtament as he ſeems to have teadthe an- 
tient Chriſtian Writers, he would have ſeen 
that the New Teſtament, in above Three 
Hundred Places collected by Dr. Clarke, 
calls the Father alone, abſolutely and by 
way of Eminence, God. It is therefore a 
groſs Impoſition upon the Reader to ſay, 
That by the Light of Scriptare it is known 
15 be falſe that the Father is the One God. 
Nay further ; this is ſo far from being Fe- 
75 during the three firſt Ages, that thoſe 
vg plead for the Scripture- Doctrine of the 
Trinity, are ready and willing to be deter- 
mined by thoſe Writers. Not that they 
Are obliged to ſtand by them, more than by 
any other fallible Authorities; but theſe Men 
in fact generally did ſpeak the Senſe of Scrip- 
ture upon this Subject. Afterwards indeed, it 
grew 


% 
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grew faſhionable to call the Scripture- Doc- 
trine Hereſy : but then it muſt be remem- 
bred, that this was in Times, when it was 
deemed fit and right to try to make a Creed 
approach as nigh as poſlible to ContradiQion 
without falling into it ; when they dared to 
contrive a © kind of motly Religion, part 
© Pagan, and part Chriſtian, inſtead of the 
« Religion of Chriſt ; when they dared 
to proceed beyond and above what is 
e written, or what is evidently deduced 
« from it; and no wonder if ſuch “ vain 
« Wiſdom proves no better than an Illuſion 
* 1 nfatuation to every Man that truſts 
« to it. 0 


0 ä VI. 2 = 


The next Objection is, That Dr. Clarke 

« charges them that ſtile the bleſſed Virgin 
« the Mot her of God, with being guilty of 
« a profane Ambiguity. ” Thipit ſeems re- 
« fleas unhahdſomly upon all the Churches 
« of Chriſt,” As if truly, were all the 
Churches of Chriſt guilty. of ſuch an Ab- 
ſurdity, they ought not to be reflected upon. 
The Mother of God! What? the Great, 
the Infinite, the Omnipreſent, the Eternal 
God, born! born of a Woman! born 1700 
Years ago! What can make an . honeſt 
Heathen's Ears tingle, if ſuch profaneneſs will 
H 2 not? 


« tixed into the Covenant of Reconcilia- 
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not? And this truly to be covered over with 
three or four Paſſages out of the Fathers! 
which makes it not a bit the leſs profane, 
but are only inſtances how much a blind 


Submiſſion to their Authority may miſlead 


unthinking Men. If you ſoften, 7. e. in- 
terpret away the word God, you only ſhew 


the Ambiguity complained of: And if you 


plead for God's being born, tis profaneneſs, 
and ſuch a Blaſphemy, as no honeſt Deiſt, 
much leſs a Chriſtian can ever bear. And 
thus I paſs to what is Jad 8 the To 


Sacraments. ' A? 
XII. 

As to the form of Baptiſm, it is admini- 
ſtred in the Name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt. The Expoſi- 
tion ſays, that the meaning of theſe words 
is, By this Form we make ſolemn Profeſ- 
« ſton of our Belief in the Qne God and 
* Father of all, who is above all, EH. iv. 6; 
of our Belief in the One Lord Jeſus 
4 Chriſt, who is the Redeemer, the Sa- 


*. viour, and the Judge of all; and of our 
Belief in the One Holy Spirit of God, by 


hom God inſpircd the Prophets, under 


the Old Teſtament, and the Apoſtles un- 
« der the New. By this Form we are bap- 


tion 


1 * i 
* tion with God the Almighty Father, and 
Maker of all-things: We are baptized in- 
< tothe Death of Chriſt, in whom we have 
Redemption through his Blood; even the 
** Forgiveneſs of Sins: We ae baptized. 
with the waſhing of Regeneration, and 

_ © renewing of the Holy Ghoſt,” which God 
I dur Saviour, as St. Paul expreſſes it, hath 
 *-ſhed on us abundantly through Jeſus Chriſt 
dur Saviour By this Form we-dedicate 
* our ſelves ſolemnly to the Service and 
Wotrſhip of God our Father who created 
ec us: To the Obedience and Imitation of 
* Chriſt the Son of God who redeemed us; 
* and to the Direction and Guidance of the 
« Holy Spirit which ſanctifies us.” Thus 
far the Expoſition, p. 293. The Remarker 


objects, . Since he owns Baptiſm to be de- Remark; 
«--dicating our ſelves to the Service and F 71. 


« Worſhip of One of the Perſons, why io 
partial as not to admit the ſame Mean- 
« ing and Significancy of the ſame Rite in 
« reſpe& of the other Two Perſons joined 
c with him!“ I anſwer, That the New 
Teſtament having declared the End and De- 
ſign of Baptiſm; and not having declared 
any deſgn by this Form to expteſs a pro- 
per Coequality of the Perſons; nor ſuch a 
thing following neceſſarily from the words, 
or the poſition ot them: therefore the Ex- 
poſitor, (not being wiſe above what is writ- 
22 2 ie | * ten 


ten) would not declae® Uſer of the Form 
_ the New Teſtament knows nothing 
Upon mentioning the Form af Baptiſm, 
the | — raiſes. a Queſtion, whether it 
be propexer to ſtile the antient 'bIþtiſmal 
Creeds Paraphraſes upon the Form of Bap- 
tiſm, or Supplements to it? Dr. "Clarke uſed 
the former Expreſſion ; the Remarker inſiſts 
upon the latter. The Fact is, Perſons were 
originally baptized in the Name of the Fa- 
ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt. 
Thoſe who inſtructed them in Chriſtianity, 

inſtructed them in the meaning of the — 9 


Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; and all the old 


5 Creeds that we know of, are very little 


elſe but Paraphraſes on this Form. Nay, 
What is very remarkable, the lame Creed is 
never twice repeated in the ſame words by 
any of the firſt Fathers; which ſhews that 
they did not confine themſelves to the ſame 


words in their Creeds. The Perſon baptized 


was indeed to profeſs his belief of what he 
had been inſtructed in. What that was, 
take from Treneus, and judge whether it 
be any thing but a. Paraphraſe on the bap- 


tiſmal Form. His larger Creed contains, 
« Faith in one God, the Father Almighty, 
s who made Heaven and Earth, and the Scas, 
« and all things in them; and in one Jeſus 
40 Chriſt, the Son of God, who was in- 
carnate for our Salvation; ; and in the 
cc Holy 
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„ Holy Ghoſt, who preached by the -Pr6% 
« phets the Diſpenſations of God and the 
« Comings, Lig. of Chriſt, ) and his Birth 
* from a Virgin, and his Paſſion, and Reſur- 
« rection from the Dead, and the Aſſump- 
* tion in the Fleſh of the beloved Jeſus 
* Chriſt our Lord into Heaven, and his Ad- 
vent from the Heavens in the Glory of 
« the Father to reſtore all things, and to 
„ raiſe all fleſh of all Mankind; that to 


* Chriſt Jeſus our Lord, and God, and Sa- 


« viour, and King, according to the good 
« Will of the inviſible Father, every Knee 
«ſhould bow of things in Heaven, and 
things on Earth, and things under the 
Earth, and every Tongue ſhould confeſs to 
* him; and he will do righteous Judgment 
„ to all; and he will ſend ſpiritual Wick- 
« edneſs, and the Angels that tranſgreſſed, 
« and that were in Apoſtacy, and the im- 


at 34 < 
- * * 


*« pious and unjuſt, and wicked and bla—- 


e phemous Men, into everlaſting Fire; but 
*& he will give Incorruptibly to the Juſt 
£ and Holy, and to thoſe that keep his Com- 


„ mandments, and continue in his Love; 


<« as well to thoſe who from the beginning 
ce yere ſo, as to thoſe who repent, and he 
« will obtain for them eternal Glory.” 
here is another Creed in other words in 
Irenæus; and there are Three in Tertul- 
lian; and all of them are proper Para- 
| phraſes 


in the baptiſmal Form, or are 


TTY 1 
ofes of "_ baptiſmal Form. Zut if the 
Remarker ako. to ſay they are Supple- 
ments to it, i. e. that new Articles are ad- 
ded, he muſt allow at leaſt of his own 


Diſtinction, and give me leave to ſay, that 


thoſe new Articles are — contained 
up in it; and then the Difference * be 
u ee | | 


XIII. N 
1 proceed i in the laſt — to the Objec. 


tions againſt what is ſaid upon the other Sa- 


crament. The Remarker begins with ob- 


jecting againſt the Expoſition for what it 
has ſaid about the Expiation made by 


Chxiſt. The voluntary offering of himelf, 


ſays Dr. Clarke, was acceptable to God, 


75 


and efficacious to procure pardon to Pent- 
tents. -* Now ſuppofing Chriſt,” ſays the 


Remarker, to be a Creature only, it is 


« not conceivable how he could have ſuch 


* a Degree of Merit—as to purchaſe par- 


« don for a whole World of Sinners.“ 
This Author ſurely conceives God to be 
an implacable angry Being; one moved by 
Paſſion and Wrath, which nothing could ap- 
peaſe but the Death of his Son; one who had 


no Bowelsof Mercy and Compaſſion towards 


a very frail and weak Generation of Crea- 


tures, 
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bo tures, whom he placed in the midſt of ſtrong 
— Temptations, and has plantcd in them ſtrong 
Paſſions and Appetites ; an incenſed mer- 
cileſs Being, out of whoſe Hands we were 
reſcued as it were by the Interpoſition of 
Chriſt. Is this conſiſtent with the Notions of 
a good and merciful Being, good and merci: 
ful as neceſſarily as juſt? God is good, and 
| ſhewed his Goodneſs - in ſcnding his Son 
into the World, that whoſoever believeth 
on him might have everlaſting Life. To 
entertain any other Notions of him, is not 
only injurious, and contrary to Scripture, 
but it is thinking of him as an Enemy to 
his Creatures, as reſolving their Perdition, 
till his Rage had been appeaſed by the Death 
of his Son. Had the Remarker ſpoke in the 
Scripture-Language, or had he treated of 
things which He can know nothing of but 
from the Scripture, as he ſhould do, he 
would not have talked of Chriſt's o ering p. 76. 
himſelf as a Satisfattion to divine Fuſttce. | 
He could not have raiſed a Diſpute, whe- 
ther Chriſt as a Creature only could haue lbid. 
ſuch a Degree of Merit, as thereby to pu- 
chaſe Pardon to 4 whole World of Sinners. 
The Scripture no where ſpeaks of Satisfac- 
tion made to divine Juſtice by our Saviour : 
And the artificial words of Men ought al- 
ways (if they muſt be uſed) to be parti- 
cularly defined. If by Merit, e. g. here is 
| I meant 
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meant the a or ibe woluntary O- . 
, bedience to what God | has Sree 'a Ne- 
© ward, the word may juſtly. be uſed in this 
Senſe. But if by that Term is meant, 
Juch an uſeful At? as lays an Obligation 
upon any one in point f Juſtice to reward 
zt, twill be hard to prove from Scripture 
ſuch'a Notion of Merit. It would be well, 
would Divines content themſelves with 
What the Scriptures ſay, and not draw ima» 
* Conſequences, and then abuſe others 
25 not ſeeing what they pretend is cleat. 
From an unſcriptural Account of the 85 
tisfaftion and Merit of our Saviour, this 
Author proceeds to a Debate about the 
Lord's- Supper being called a Sacrifice, and 
an unbloody Sacrifice, by antient Chriſtian 
2 Writers. He readily allows, that Dr. Clarke 
: has given one true reaſon of theſe Names: 
baut others, it ſeems; have thought of more. 
Pr. Clarke did not ſay that the Reaſon by 
him aſſigned was the only one; and it is 
uſeleſs, unleſs it be ta miſguide People, 
and to lead them into Labyrinths, to trou- 
ble them with hard Names of hard Things, 
when the Seriptures are ſilent of both 
Names and Things. For where in Scripture 
is there any mention made of the Oblation 
of the Bread and Wine made in the Lord s- 
Supper? Where is it (aid to be a Repreſen- 
tation To God o The Sacrifice ee ”m> 
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_ ws onthe Croſs ? Theſe a arc Notions indeed” 


of ſome learned Men, uſeleſs to thoſe for 
whom the Expoſition was intended; they 
are not in Scripture at all, unleſs youlll-fay 
again, we muſt recur to Notions wrapped 
up, and which want to be more expheitly © 4 
unfolded ; i. e. to the Art of making every 
thing out. of any thing, and putting off 
our own. Hypotheſes for ſacred Truths. N 

J will not enter into the Debate about the = 
meaning of the Sixth Chapter of St. ohm, 
becauſe I know. there is no End of ſuch Piſ- 
putes. Let the judicious Reader judge whe- 
ther Dr. Clarke, or the Remarker, has beſt _ 
aſſigned the meaning of that Chapter. 
own L cannot but think that the Expoſition | 
has given us its true meaning, When it 
1 ays, that by ** eatin 5 feſh, and drink- Expoſit. 

49 2266 g bis blood, our Lord meant imbibing, . . 

geſt ing and practiſing his Doctrine. 

What thele words have relation to the _ 
“ Satisfaction of Chriſt,” as the Remarker 
thinks, Lleave to every indifferent Perſon to 
judge. But I muſt not paſs over flightl7 
what the Remarker has ſaid about the Be- 
nefits which Chriſtians receive from the Sa- 1 
crament of the Lord's-Supper. 52k 4 
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XIV. 


The Uſes of * receiving are 1 this 


Author ſaid to be, © an uniting us to Chriſt, 


cc which Moral Virtue alone can never do. 
«© There is a Remiſſion of Sins by it con- 


. * yeyed and ſealed.” There is © a ſalutary 


* life giving Virtue annex d to the Sacra- 
e ment. © The Sacraments are additio- 
na Improvements upon virtuous Practi- 
ee ces, and are of nearer, and more imme- 
« diate Efficacy for the uniting us-to God 


.* and Chriſt. They ſupply where Moral 


ce Virtues fall ſhort ; they relieve where the 


s other cannot; they finiſh what the other 


te but begins, our Juſtification and Salvati- 
on.“ I would not willingly miſtake, and 
therefore I ſhall cite more to the ſame 
Purpoſe. Dr. Clarke had ſaid, That the 
Sacraments have the Nature of Means to 


an End, and therefore they are never to be 
compared with Moral Vietuc. In Oppoſi- 


tion to this, the Remarker ſays, © Moral 
“ Virtues arc rather to be conſidered as a 
« Means to an End, becauſe they are pre- 
« vious Qualifications ſor the Sacraments, 
« and have no proper Efficacy towards pro- 


* curing Salvation, till they are improved, 
'« and render'd acceptable by theſe Chriſtian 


Performances. By Moral Virtues we ſhall 
| % never 


* 

[6] 

© never ordinarily come to Chriſt, nor at 
« Heaven, nor to the Preſence of God: 
* But by the help of the Sacraments,” ſuper-' 
cc added to crown and finiſh the other, we 
ec may arrive at Chriſtian Perfection. And 
again, Moral Virtue is but the Hand- 
* maid leading to the Door of Salvation, 
« which the Uſe of the Sacraments at 


* length opens, and lets us in.” 
To this I anſwer in general, 1ff, That not 


one Word of all this Doctrine is contain d 


in the Scripture. Where is it ſaid that the 
Sacrament of rhe Lord's Supper umites us 
* 4% Chr o_ Where is it ſaid, That 'a 
ſalutary life- giving Virtue is annexed to 
this Sacrament? Or, where are the Sacra- 
ments, or either of them callłd, or repre- 
ſented as © additional Improvements upon 
ic virtuous Practices. Where are we to find 
' a Place which proves, that the Sacraments 
will ſupply where Moral Virtue falls ſbort 2 
Or that They finiſh what the other be- 
« pins only.” Did our Saviour or his A- 
poſtles ever treat Virtue in this manner? 
Did they ever in any one Inſtance declare, 
that © Moral Virtues have no proper Ef- 
te ficacy towards procuring Salvation,” and 
that they © cou'd only lead to the Door of 
« Salyation, which the uſe of the Sacra- 


f ments muſt open and let us in? * 
"28 


It 


urged the Obligation from the Ends men- 


the Sacraments never ate declared to be 
* Supplements whete Moral Virtues fall 


=" * 3 N 
4 'F * * 3 * 2 
N * . N * © * * 
» - * - N r 2 7 
* s. "io * * 
« 1 , 
A 


* 
L * 


1471 


14 l not - ſufficient: to 1 
which contain ſome general 'Declanations 2. 
bout either Baptiſm, or the catinig of the Fleſh 
of Chriſt ſince theſe muſt; al ways be under- 
ſtood witk proper Limitations : Nor -wou'd 
they anſwer the deſign of this Author, e- 
ven were they clearer than they are; ſince 


for a Compliance with the Command of 


our Lord. And this he does like one who 
made the Scriptures the Ralc of Truth: He 
conſidered the Ends of the Sacraments, and 


tioned - in 5 


cripture. But then He could 


not ſay that . Moral Virtues can be of no 
% Uſe or Benefit without this Sacrament“ 


Jof the Lord s- Suppet] as our Remarker” 
fays, unleſs he had gone beyond the Raule 


of Scripture; which never ſays o, or the 


Rule of the Catechiſm, 
ſuch thing. Again. 
2. When it is ſaid, © Moral Virrues 
e have no Efficacy towards procuring Sal- 
bc vation, till they are rendered acceptable 


— n no 


4 by theſe Chriſtian Performances; He 


means that Moral Virtue in a Chriſtian ſig- 
nifies nothing towards procuring Salvation 
Without the Sacrament of the Lord's-Sup- 

per. 
5 4+ 


11 


wilt have Mercy rat her than Sacrifice. 

is that then of no Te, or Benefit, or 
E Noacy, without poſitiue Inſtitutions, which 
when compared to poſitive Inſtitutions 


72 


not reguire¹ at all? Sce how the Pro- 


phets Rave treated the whole Moſaic Dif 


penſions when compared with 31 
Jafiy, and loving mercy, and walking ban. 


vy the P 
our Saviour himſelf in his pectoris of 
the Mazim, I will have 
d arme, are directly contraey to b 
which the Remarker inſiſts on. He tells us, 
there may be Excollemes, and more 
Kcal Virtue in obeying: poſuriye Precepts 
< than in any Moral Virtue.” The Prophets, 


on the contrary tell us To what purpoſe is 


#he Multitude of your Sacrifices unto ne 
delight not in the I Bullocłs M hen 


come to appear 
tire) this at your 


Hands to tread my 


iCourts ? &c. How eaſy would it have been 


to have replied to 1/aiah,' or to our Savi- 
our,” upon this Author's Principle, That 


Obedience to a poſitive Inſtitution, is at Remark; 
e once an Exerciſe of Obedience to the Law, . 86, 


I Faith, of 3 and of — 2 
« tance: 


65 


„Nom it” is an: univerſal Rule of 
a, as well as Revelation, that God 


theſe are treatod as mere Nothings, as 


bly with' Gad. The Principles laid down 
rophets of old, and confirmed bx 


before me, who hath re- WH 
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. 2 | 
_ «©. tance?” That therefore, Obedience to 
« poſitive Inſtitutions is a' higher Act ot 
« Love of God than any Moral Virtue.” 
The Prophet certainly thought and acted 
upon a2 different Principle, when having 
treated as it were with Contempt the poſi- 
tive Inſtitutions of the Law, He adds Moral 
| Virtues as the things Which would render 
Men acceptable to God aſb ye, make ye 
clean, put away the evil of your doings 
from before mine Eyes, ceaſe to do evil, learn 
to do well, ſeek judgment, reheve the : of 
4 


— 


Preſſed, judge the fatherleſs, plead for 
widow, Iſaiah i. 16, 17. When St. James 
in like manner tells us, wherein pure Reli- 
gion and undefiled before God and the Fa- 
tber | confiſts —He puts it upon Moral 
Actions, to viſit the fatherleſs and widows 
in their afjiittions, and to keep himſelf un- 
| ſpotted from the world, Chap. i. 27. 
Have Moral Virtues then “ an Efficacy to- 
« wards procuring Salvation,” without “their 
cc being made acceptable by the Sacraments?” 


_ LT anſwer, Yes. They are in themſelves AC- 


ceptable to God; and a holy, good and 

juſt Being cannot but approve the Man that 
is governed by them. They want nothing 
to “make them acceptable, nor can any 
thing make them more acceptable than they 
are. They are already Perfection; the ex- 
act Imitation of God himſelf; and therefore 

| OY need 


tr FI 
as no il; to « relivve” them, nor any 
thing to © improve them. And that which 
fliews the Efficacy of Moral Virtus bey 7. 
-Ufſpute; is What St. Paul ſays, Roth, ii. 25, 36, 
ſteumciſion verily pro pfiteth, if thou 18 
the Law ;. but if thou Je a breaker of the” 
, thy Cirtumeifion is made Uncircum 
Lion.  Therefare f tbe Uncircumciſon 
keep. the righteouſneſs of the Law, "ſhall. 
not bis Uncircumcifion be counted fur Cir- 
cumtifion, 2..< Poſitlye Inſtitutions pre, 
*"7f. thou "keep the Law: they are good: 
4 means to make Men virtuous, and « 
e ſequently are profitable: : bur if Men 55 
* not morally good, poſitive Inſtitaripns. 
2 ſignify nothing. "Therefore if they. who: 
0 Never had the Benefit of any poſitive In- 
e ſtitutions are vertuous , or keep the 
Ge! „ ghteouſneſs of the Law, ſhall not 
| © has Want of theſe Inftitutions | be Lount- 
a; ed to them as if they had them? Which 
way, is this reaſoning of St. Paul to be 
made conſiſtent. with , what our Author 
celle us, that by Moral Virtues we ſhould, F 
© never otdiparily come to Chriſt, nor at 


— 


aven, nor to the Preſence of God? # 


Or chat "theſe poſitive Inftitutions < ſupply + 
-+ TG Moral Virtues fall ſhort ? 1 But. 
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3. As there are poſitive Inſtitütions ap- 


pointed by our Saviour, theſe are ſo far from 
being © perfeQive of Virtue, ” that they are 
nothing but certain Means to that End; 
Means to Virtue, and not on the contrary 
Virtue a Means to them. What is -Bap- 
1 iſm, but only the dying to Chrift, and a 

ReſurretFion to 4 new. ife, in A 17 
2 thing in itſelf, when he ſays, the Ba 7 
. tiſm that ſaves, is not the putting away t 
filth of the Fleſb, but the oe of 4 good 
Conſtience towards God ? i. e. the 17 
after the dictates of Moral Virtus is that 
which ſaves us. 1 Pet. 3. 21. 

As to the Sacrament of the Lord's Sup- 
pet, there are but two Ends mentioned of 
it in the New Teſtament; the one, to do it 
11 remembrance of Chriſt : The other- is, 
it, is a ſymbol. of Love and Friendſhip 
with one another. The Nature of the thing 
then in both Caſes ſhews, that this Sacra- 
ment is a Means to Virtue among the Diſ- 

ciples of Chriſt, and not an © Improvement 
e upon Vittue; it is a wiſe Means to 
make Men grow habitual in Morality; but 
not of © ncarer and more immediate Effi- 
wy Ney than Virtue to unite us to God.” 1 
add, 


4 That 
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4. That nothin e k can have a more W 


r 


is it can n Is a rd Creature accep- 
"ble ro od, Fe the imitation of N 5 
the acting reaſonably, a d. ſuitably to thoſe 
Powers which we Nef And, what is all 
Religion, but the doing what is fit and 
right for reaſonable Creatures to do, 6m 
a Senſe. of the Being of God? Archbi 
Tillotſon therefore very juſtly ſaid, „The 
ritual and inſtrumental Parts of Religion, 

« and all Laws and Duties concerning 
4 them, are of le Value and Eſteem with 

<« God than thoſe that are of a Moral Na- 
ce dere if we conſider the Matter well, 
« we ſhall ſee the Reaſon to be very plain; 
« becauſe Natural and Moral Duties are 
approved e of God | for themſelves, and for 
« their own ſake, upon account of their 
e own natural and intrinſical Goodneſs ; 
but the ritual and inſtrumental Parts of 
«Religion, arc only pleaſing to God in 
«> Ps to theſe, and ſo far as they tend to 
c beget and promote them in us. Serm. 
Vol. 4. Ser. 2. 

"= therefore Moral Virtue is approved on 
its own account, and the inſtrumental Parts 
of Religion, only in order to this, it muſt 
be ablurd to call poſitive Precepts “ Chri- 
K 2 1 


. 
- i”, 


"6 crament of the Lord's-SngperAd 


p- 82. 


41 
« ſtian P erfeQion, * to give de 
rence 1% Theſe before That. 


Which this Laier * to 2 bou 


os We 2 
that © it goes far beyond 66 phe 

* to Chriſt, which Moral Vite N 585 
&« never do, 2 as T have already. ob 
ferred, js no Scriptural Doctrine iN 
th DE: Loxd's-Supper) He ſays, 

2 . with: the Author (Dr. Claks' had 
4 199955 a little more plainly of the. livinc 
> Graces going along with the; worthy Re- 
ct ception of: the Holy Communion. hat 
is it he would have had more than. the Ex-. 


poſition has ſaid, unleſs he would have had. 


the Dodtar talk enthuſiaſtically ? ? The worthy, 


Receiyer can receive no Benefits but what, 
muſt be of a religious Nature 3 He encreaſes 


his Faith, is Hope, his. Charity; and Trength-, 


ens himſelf in them by a 1 having 
upon his Mind the Motives to t What 
particular Graces the ene 1 pro- 
miſed to the Sacrament of the Lord s- Sup 


per, it would be worth our Author's Pains, 


diſtinctly to acquaint the World with. What 
are the Graces which deſcend, or which are 


promiſed to worthy Communicants? If he 


fays, that © a real Remiſſion of Sins is 
cc eee and ſealed to the wg Re- 
i © 'ceiver, © 
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1 M4, 2 
| Peron and Seal appears to he promiſed more 

upon this particular, Occaſion, than upon 

Fe AR of Obedience to Chriſt's, Moral 

Laws? . in particular, how the, Promiſe 

— 8939 it ap pre to uortihy receixing, than 

5 by does to. forgiving, our Brother his treſpal- 

ſes Z. He —.— to me, I own, > peak 3 


* 
* 


in a . — nd intelligible | 
anner, but, in a myſterious, | ugintelli- 
gible way, of which the Scriptures (eine -F 
0 tirely filent. 1 1 

a le adds, that Moral Vinusz can be of 88. vi 
ce no uſe or Benefit without this Sacrament, 

5 « not in any De ee equivalents for the want 

ol it.“ Dr. Clarke, had ſaid, That 5546 p. 28:- 

1 at her poſitive Inſtitutions have the 
ene, means to an end and that 
compared 


"therefore. they, are never to be. c 


| with Moral Virtues, Nor cas they be af, | . | 
any uſe or Populi Ons them, nor can I 
in any agree. equivalent for the w of * 


them. | 3 WELL 
Poſitive Inſtitutions can oblige us onlyj in 
virtue of a divine Command: nor is it 
6 Þ e hat * can Sontain « a ſalutary 
bo 0 ec Life- 
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e Life- giving Wines more than Morality 
does, unleſs this Virtue be ſpecially annexed 
to them. Morality is as much à divine 
Command as any poſitive Inſtitution can 
be. The Law of Nature is the Law of God, 
as much as any poſitive Law is or can be: 
and there is required as ſtrict Obedience to 
it, as to any other Law of God whatever. 
It-is a harder Law to obey, than the poſitive 
Law of the Sacraments is; and if the Re- 
ward be proportionable to the Difficulty of 
the Obedience required, as is reaſonably to 
be expected, then the Life giving Virtus is 
much more certainly annexed to an Obe- 
dience which is contrary to all our Aﬀec- 


tions and Inclinations, and which muſt con- 


quer Ten Thouſand T ions, than it is 
to ſuch external Acts as require no difficulty 
or trouble at all. When therefore our Au- 
thor ſays That moral Virtues can be of 
* no uſe or benefit without this Sacrament, 
viz. of the Lord's-Supper, fince the Reaſon 


of the Thing is on'the other Side of the 


Queſtion, 1 muſt call him for a very 
expreſs and clear Proof of this Aſſertion. 
admit that God has required Obedience to 
the poſitive Inſtitution of the Sacrament, as 
well as tothe Law of Nature : But then that 
the poſitive Inſtitution i is deſigned as a C Sup. 

« plement.” 
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[79 ] 
' ©. plement”. to the other, or as an Im- 
**. provement. upon Morality, is no where 
faid, that I know of, By our Saviour, or by 
his Apoſtles. . I doubt the Comment of 


“ Antiquity” muſt here be brought in for 
aid to a Doctrine that the Scriptures are not 
only ſilent upon, but teach us the direct 
reverſe of, when they bid us in order to 
Salvation, keep the Commandments. 
But, ſays he, if there muſt be a p.87. 
« Diſtinction made, then let one be called 
*.' Moral: Virtue, and the other Chriſtian 
e Perfection, and let any Man judge which 
“ ſhould have the Preference.“ As, if the 
giving a Name would alter the Thing, and 
+ make it different from what it is in itſelf! 
What if I were to ſay, let Obedience to the 
Command which enjoins the Sacraments be 
called Chriſtian Obedience, and let the Obe- 
dience which is paid to Morality in Con- 
ſequence of our Saviours Commands, be 
called “ Chriſtian Perfection, and let any 
cc one judge which ſhould have the Prefe- 
* < rence.” Is this an Argument which our „ 
Author would ſubmit ro? And yet, if the 
Rule of Truth be to determine this Point, 
Obedience to Moral Virtues. has a much 
better Claim to the Title: of Perfection, 
than Obedience to any poſitive Inſtitutions 
VPhhatever. * 


He 


ED q 80 1 = 
Be argues ſtill, that Obedience to poſi⸗ | 
« tive Inſtitutions ig an Exerciſe of Love, 
the Love of —A, which is the firſt and i 
« great Commandment] and it is ſome; ; 
c times the nobleſt and beſt exerciſe of it, 
« ſhewing the greater Affection and promwp-. 
« ter Reſignation to the Divine Will. | 
„is a proud and Tawcy Servant, that wit 
<« never obey his Maſtet, but where he ſees 
the Reaſon of the Commafſe it is Rea. 
4 ſon enough for obeying; to every modeſt 
« and humble Servant, that his Lord, ſo 
e much wiſer than he, and to whom he 
ce Owes all his Service, has commanded 
cc it. * 
The Reader is from hence to imagine, 
that our Saviour has required an implicit 
blind Reſignation to his Will, in the Inſti- 
tution of his er 1 That tis Pride 


199 


abate to model Servants to be com- 
manded. But is this the Caſe in de- 
bate? Our Lord has in Fact given us the 
Reaſon of his Commands: And if Pride 
and 'Saweegeſs is concern d in this Tile," 
it is when proud and ſawey Fellow- Ser- 
vants requite ſubmiſſion, not to the Rea- 
ſons of the Command which their Maſter 
aſſigns, but to their own Reaſon, to What 


They 


» Y 
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they will have to be the Reaſon of their 
Maſter's Command, and#which he never 

gave The Reaſons of the Sacrament of 
the Lord's Supper are expreſſly aſlign'd in 
Scripture': Nor do I know one ſingle In- 
ſtance, where our Saviour requires Obes: 
_ ence without an apparent Reaſon of his Com- 
mand. I muſt therefore again, as I have 
often already, call upon this Author to pro- 

duce an Inftance where our Saviour has 
treated his Servants in this manner : Where 
he has required Obedience, to any thing, 
only becauſe he commanded iv. To re- 
preſent our Lord acting in this manner, 
when he has never acted thus, is a real In- 
jury to his Character; and whatever * proud 
* and ſawcy Servants” may imagine, He 
never did require ſuch Affection, nor ſuch 
a blind Reſignation to his Will. 

I wou'd not by this, no more than Dr. 
Clarke would, be thought to leſſen or flight 
the poſitive Inſtitutions of our Lord, or to 
repreſent ' them as uſeleſs or unneceſſary. 
No; they are to be conſidered as what they 
are, and not as What they are not: Uſeful 
in their Places, and naturally conducive to 
the Ends for which they were appointed by 
our Saviour, but not as“ Ckriftian PerfeQi- 
« on, when there is not one ſuch Thought 

* L s appears 


Pi. 91. 
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appears in the whole. New Teſtament, nor 


in the Carechiſmy which Dr. Clarke took. 


upon him to expound. 
1 have now done with the argumentative 
Part of this Book; and as to the declama- 
tory part of it towards the End, againſt ſome 
that for decency ſake only cry up Virtue 
t and Morality,” | ſhall leave hjm to his own 
Conſcience. Surely it is grown of late a 
high Crime to plead the Cauſe of Morali. 
7y, that ſo much Pains is taken to depre- 
tiate it; and to ſet it off as wanting ſome+ 
thing to < ſupply its Defeas.” What Notions 
this Author has here publiſhed, 1 have al- 
ready conſidered: And l think it needleſs to 
examine what he affirms, that the Scripture 
is the only ſure and ſolid Foundation of 
Morality.” To tell vs; chat tt Natural Re- 


<« ligion as it is called, Will ſoon be what 


every Man pleaſes, and will ſhew itſelf 


e in little elſe but aaa depravity,” were 


jt not for the, Scriptaze, is plainly ſay- 
ing, that Morality i 15 0 iN iel capable of 
Evidence; that tis not founded upon the 
Reaſons of Things, and that the Religion 


of Nature is not capable of being proved 


obligatory upon reaſonable Creatures. 


The Man that can fay this, ſeems not to 


know what Natural Religion, or its Obli- 


5 Vat gations 


990 


Þ 95. > 0M 
gations are founded on; and whilſt he is 
- ignorant of them, He may talk of Re vela- 


tion as a Rule, but will ſcarce ever be able to 


"apply it to the Explication of any Command 
or Prohibition contain'd*thercin. 
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